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Broadband PCS and certain S M R  providcrs to cornpl! \ \ i t t i  our basic 91 I and E91 I requiremeiits. while i t  

ekcluded Air-To-Ground (Pan 7 2 .  Subpart M)  and Public Coast Stations (Pan 80. Subpart J )  pro\ iders. in 
pan because their customers would not expect to access 9 I I s e n  ices in the event o f  an emergent!'. The 
Commission noted that users of  Air-To-Ground and Public Coast senice providers l ikely would seeh 
emergency service using established radio cornmunicatioiis channels. 

14. \'e note we have required access to eniersenc? services for TTY devices in t l ie conteir o f  the 
requirements o l - r i t l e  I I  of the Ainericans ni t11 I>iiabilities Act and Section 755 o f  hr 
~l~elecommuiiications Act o f  1096.'' TTY. \rhich enables persons \I i t l i  speech and hearin; disahiliries to 
communicate \rirh others. ho\\ever. tits t l ie gencral criteria iii 1t1.31 i t  is a boice equivaleiit. We beel, 
comment on how the various services discussed lierein relate to the pro\'ision of access to einergrncy 
services for persons with disabilities. 

15. We 31so asl, comineiitcii. as the! addresi t l i e  \arious ser\ices. to coiisidrr ns pirrt o f the i r  
a i i a l h s i i  tlit. nbilitie, o t  PSAPs to  Iinndle calls aiid i i i lor i lut iL) i i  rcI;itcd to t l iox zcr\icc~, boiiis ol t l iese 
w r \  ices may raise ne\\ reclinical and other i inplein~i i tat ioi i  ihwcs 

B. 

16. I n  this section. w e  s e d  more specitic uoiiiinent on ~ I i e t h e r  particular voice senices and 

Ind iv idua l  Voice Services and De\ ices 

devices should be required to comply with our basic or enhanced 91 I rules. Recozii ir i i ig t h t  our E91 I 
rules were based on CMRS architecture, \\e also seeh comment o i l  possible mechanisms other than those 
of our specific mobile wireless E91 I rules to provide consumers \\it11 access to emcrpeiicy services. We 
note. for example, that different accuracy requirements may be needed depending on the type of service. 
Commenters are reminded that in aiialyrins whether a particular service should be required to provide 
access to 91 1 services, we ask that they consider. at a minimum. the general criter'a that we set out 
above." 

1. Mob i l e  Satellite Service (MSS) 

17. Introduction. We first seeh coininelit on 9 I I scr\ ices in connection with MSS systems. As 
irotcd above. the issue o f  MSS emergency ca l l  procedures 113s bcen under coiisi4er.rtion in a nuinher of 
proceedings. and, although the Commission has relrnint-d from requiring MSS 10 conipl! with any 91 I 
requirements. the record developed in these procccdin;s providcs the basis for t l i ~  proposal, aiid detailed 
questions that follow. We first propose that a l l  MSS licensees providing real-time. two-way. switched 
voice service that i s  interconnected with the public switched network establish na'ional call centers to 
which a l l  subscriber emergency calls are routed. Call center personnel \wuld then determine tlie nature 
of  the emeryericy and forwjard the call to an appropriate PSAP. W e  also seek to develop funher the 
record on implementation o f  enhanced 91 I for satellite carriers iii order to deterinine whether and when 
such sen ice can reasonably be implemented. 

18. Lrgo/:"iuhor,ri@. In other sections o f th is  item. we seeh conimein on the Coinmission's 
general autliority to impose 91 I and E9 I I requireinents on non-traditional clasies ofproviders. As 
demonstrated in the above. the Cominissioii I n s  determined previously that MSS i s  stibject to 9 I I 
requirements. but has not imposed such requireinents for othcr policy reasons. When the Comnlission 
adopted the E91 I rules in 1996, it observed that "addin: specific regulatory reqltirsmcnts to [the Mobi le  
Satellite Service] may impede the de\elopment o f  the senice in Lvays that might reduce i t s  abil ity to meet 

1: See €911 Fir\/ R e p x i  ondOrder. I I FCC Rcd at 18699-70; paras 47-53 

S e e ~ i t p r o  paras. 12-14. 11 
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public safety needs.'J5 Still, the Commission has stated [ha1 "the public interesl is likel! to require that a l l  
CMRS real time two-way voice comrnunicaions sen ices provide reasonable and effective access to 
emergency services. [and] we expect that CMRS voice M S S  nil1 e\entually provide appropriate access to 
emergency senices. either voluntarily or pursuant to Commission's rules. Although \*e believe tl iat 
we do not need to revisit the issue o f  the Commission's authority to  require satellite carrier compliance 
with 91 1 requirements, we invite commenl on the matter in l iel i t  o f  the general criteria for basic and 
enhanced 91 I compliance proposed above 

-40 

1- 

0) Call Centers 

19. Background. We seek comment on the use o fca l l  centers 3s a method for providing basic 
91 I scrvice whi le w e  futther develop the record on E91 I implementation for satellite s>stems. We 
required covered terrestrial wireless carriers III pro\ ide basic 91 I as n prclinlinary step helore 
implementing E91 I ." "Basic 91 I s i r r icc- '  i i  tllc a i i~o i i ia t i c  transniis,ion vf;111 \\ irclersOI I calls. n i t l i o~ i t  
ruspect to cal l  Lalidation processes. tu n PS.\I'. or \\liere 110 PSi\I '  11;1, hcuii c1szigii;itc.d. 11) a s ta tcu  idc 
default ans\\ering point or appropriatv local r.nir.r;cnc> authorit!. As lilt Itlteriintioiial thircati obbsned 
iii the .Sme/lite EYI I Public Rorice. cel lu lar  cdrrtcrb intcrcoiiiiect \\ it11 ILKII \\ ircl;iie carriers at mail) 
points throughout their service areds. ?nabl ing tlieiii to niahe use o f  existi i ig facilities to route 91 I calls 
directly to appropriate local PSAPs in the areas \\here the calls are placed.'" By cciitrast. satellite s)stems 
have only a small number of (or just  one) piihlic s\\itclled netirork intercoiltieciion points in the United 
States and do not interconnect directly with most local \\ ireline carriers. I C 0  Sen  ices Limited and 
Inmarsat noted that this lack o f  interconnection points mahes even basic 91 I service difficult for satellite 
carriers." 

I,) 

20. Recognizing that MSS licensees face some unique infrastructure considerations (relative to 
wireless and wireline carriers), the International Bureau also asked \+hether i t  would he possible for MSS 
operators to route emergency calls to central einer:enc>-call bureau operators, &no could redirect the 
calls to the appropriate PSAP in the caller's area.'? A number o f  commenters e> press support for this 
concept, including satellite licensees and public safety organizations." Inmarsat. on the other hand. 

E 9 l i  Fir.cr Reporr undOrder at para. 8: (noting the e\pectarion tha[ 'CMRS voice hlSS will eventually be 15 

required to provide appropriate access to emeryenc! sfrviclts'). Sw u k u  Il'ircless t 9 l l  Firs, Rccon Order. 12 FCC 
Rcd 22665 at paras. 87-88. 

W'irelcu E9I  /Firs!  Recon Order. 12 FCC Rcd 1 6 6 5  at  para 8 8  

See supra paras. 12- I 4  

See E P l l  Firsr Repori ondOrder. I I FCC Rcd 18676 at para 29-46: Il'irelcss € 9 1  /Firsf Rccoii Order, 12 FCC 

20 

2 7  

I n  

Rcd 22665 at paras. 25-41; 47 C.F.R. g 20 I8(b). 

See 1 7  C.F.R. \$ 20. I8(h) 19 

.Saiul/ire Y l  I Public Nulice at 3 IO 

3 ,  lnniarsat .Surellire 9 / /  Pliblic .Norice comments at -I (arguing that basic 91 I should not be required lor MSS due to 
the small number of inlerconnection points): I C 0  . Sarc4 l i r c  Y /  I Public ;V<irici. comment: iit n. I j. 

~-Suiellrrc Y I I  Public A'orice at 3, 5 

" See. e . ~ . .  I C 0  Sofellire 91 I Public ,ho/ice reply at 6-7 (obwrving that several MSS carriers already use their own 
form ofa  call center. and suzgesring [hat call centers might be a Sood interim solution for ths MSS industry. until 
global standards are achieved). NTlA Satellrfe Y l l  P i rh l~c  .\'o/icc reply at 3.6 (suggesting that [he Commission 
tn\estigate ihr  utility ofrequiring call centers for lirst pmerniion M S S  systems. due to the potential high cost of 
enhanced 9 I I). APCO Sarelltre Y l l  Piihlrc Voiicr commeilts dt 2 (suggesting using l i v e  operators as an intertm 
measure (even though the organizaiion prefers auioinatic location Inlormation). but pointing out that " callers may 
nor be able to describe their precisc Incarinn. especiall! to a 'national '  operaror tinfamiliar wirh the area in 
question"). 

< I  

~~ 
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dismisses as prohibitively espensrve the Comrnission's suggestion that a national PSAP database could 
correlate a caller's location with the nearest PSAP. since an MSS system would need to have A L I  (u'hich 
lnmarsat currently does not have).'' Using operators instead of a PSAP database poses the same problem 
for lnmarsat because doing so s t i l l  requires caller loc3tioii i n fo rma t i~n . ' ~  Other satellite licensees. 
however, already provide emergency cal l ins services to  their subscribers. For example. subscribers o f  
Mobi le Satellite Ventures Subsidiary LLC ("MSV") can dial 91 I on their handsets for emergency 
assistance.'* Trained operators at the MSV Reston call center request the caller's phone number and 
location, then cross reference the location information \ k i t h  a national PSAP database to determine which 
PSAP should bc connected to the caller. 

(1 

21. Globalstar customers dial 91 I or any o f a  number of international ernerfenc> d i d  codes (such 
as I 12) to access emergency assistance (the Emersency Call Assistance Service. or  F.CAS).jS Dial ing any 
of these codes connects the caller first to 3 recordins and then (n i th in  20 to 40 seconds) to a Lendor- 
operated call center located i t i  Canac'a.'' Trained opcrators lirst ask for the caller's pliuiie number. then 
instruct the caller liow to use the Inand,et to ohlaiii 1iis:Iici I t t i tudc and IonyitLdt cuurdiiiatcs. n l i i c l i  the 
Cilobalstar system can deemline to \citliin 10 hilometers. 900'0 o f t l i r  time (sometimes :he acctirac) ma! 
he higher or  lower). '(' The operator enters rhe coordinates into 3 national PSAP database that finds rlne 
most appropriate PSAP based on the caller's locatioii."' Globalstar argues that €CAS. not terrestrial 
wireless variety E91 I ,  i s  the more appropriate model for M S S  emereency calliiiy. and expresses support 
for tile routing ofemergency satellite calls 10 central operators."' 

22. Discussion. We recognize that satellite carriers face unique technical difficulties (vis a vis 
terrestrial carriers) in implementing both hasic and enhanced6' 91 I features. The inability of satellite 
carriers to  provide even basic 91 I service at the present time convinces us that eniergency c a l l  centers 
would be an appropriate f irst step for satellite carriers. Globalstar informed staff that i t  receives an 
average of 12 satellite 91 I calls per monlh." We believe that l o w  satellite 91 I c?ll volume funher 
justifies a call center requirement, rather than E91 I. at this time. We did not ot ta i r  similar data from 
MSV. and i t  appears that other carriers currently do not offer emerfency services. Ho\rever. we suspect 
that those MSS systems that offer emergent) service likel? process a small volume of ernerpency calls 
because they often have no more than hundreds o f  thousands of subscribers. Foi this re3son. we believe 
that an interim measure is warranted while we develop 3 more thorough (and updated) record on E91 I 
To that end. we propose that al l  GMPCS licensees pro\ idin? real-time. two-way. switched Loice service 
that is interconnected with the public switched i i r rnork  establish national call centers to \ ~ l i i c I i  al l 
subscriber emerzency calls are routed. We seeh comment on the call center approach 3s a requirement to 
be effective one year afier adoption and until E91 I rules are adopted lor 311 GMPCS systems. 

Inmarsat Sorcilire 911 Publrc .l.oricecomrnents at -1. 

" Inmarsat Surellire 911  Pitblic ,Varrce cornmenti at 4-5 

Fcb 22 E7 Parrc ,Ali.nio a i  2 .  

Feh 27 E~Y Purre , M m o  a! 7 .  

Feh. 22 Ex Farre ,A/rmo at  7: ,see 0 1 . ~  Globalstar S d d 1 1 r c ~  Yil Pithiii ,Zorri.e commen~s at 2 

Feb 12 E.r Parte ,Wenru a i  2 .  

Feh 21 E r  Purrc Memo at 2; see alxo Globalstar Suicllrre YI  i P!,hlrc ,li'orice comments i t  70 

Feh. 72 E ~ r  Porte .Ilc.nro at 2 .  

Globslstar Sordlrrr Y l l  Pirhlrc #;'orice comments 31 2 .  

The technical obstacles to provision of enhanced 91 I a r r  d~scutsed in more detail bs'ow in paras. 28-4 I 

In J u l ?  2001, Globalstar achieved a hi:h of 22 s a ~ e l l ~ t e  91 I c a l l s  Feh 22 E~Y Parre Ilenra at 7 .  

56 

'1 
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23. We envision each carrier having one or more call centers to which 91 1 emergency calls 
\ \auld be routed.6' Subscribers (located in  the United Stares. including Pueno Rico and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands) would reach the call center by dialing "9-1-1'. on their handsets. This would be consistent n i t h  
the 91 I Act. which mandates that the Commission designate 91 I as "the universal emergency telephone 
number within the United States for reporting an emergency . . ...06 lnmarsat points out that its terminals 
(approximately 250.000 are currently in use) are incapable o f  the three digit diali.ig needed to provide 91 I 
w v i c e . 6 '  Even i f  Inmarsat's mobile terminals in a given countF cannot make short code c a l l s  IO 

emergency services in that country. 
access a carrter.s own call center. The obilit! o f  mobile earth terminals to access call ceiiters b j  nieatis of 
three dtzit dialin? has been demonstrated hy Globalstar and MSV.  

6 1  \ \e do not see this as an itnpedimenr to using shon code dialing to 

24. We find that Globalstar's and MSV's method o f  havin: live operators ask the caller for his or 
her location and callback number ( in the e\ent o f a  disconnection) is sound in the coiite\t o f  typical hlSS 
s e n i c e s  alrrad! deployed and ant ictpte lh31 other carriers \%ill follou t h i s  model. N ' h i l e  we do iiot 
h e l i w e  a rule IS irarranted at this t i m e  t o  niandaie call center atisuertiig protocols aiid procedure>. 
in\  i t e  comment on the matter. We find merit in Globalstar's use o f 3  iiational PSAP datnhase that 
operators use to determine which PSAP i s  nearest to the callrr. We seeh commenf oti i\ hetlier there ore 
an! issues concerning the ava i lab i l ie  dr accuracy o f  PSAP databases. for purposes of  MSS call centers. 
that warrant Commission attention at this time. For instance. \ re  seek comment wherher y ide l i nes  would 
be useful in  ensuring database accuracy. Globalsrar's customers. i f  calling 91 I from locations in the  
Caribbean and Mexico, cannot access the ECAS call center; rather. the caller hears a recorded message 
saying that the network cannot process the call."' The reason given for this i s  that Globalstar does nor 
have a PSAP database for these regions. and therefore would be incapable of connecting a subscriber to a 
PSAP." The success o f  an emergency c a l l  center i s  dependent on complete PSAP information and 
therefore the Commission believes that carriers. for service within the United States, have on  obligation to 
obtain or create a PSAP database that covers the United States, including Puerto Rtco and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands." 

We agree with NSARC that the dialing of91 I from a sarel l i ic  handset should be a two step process ( i  e..  dialing 
the access number then pressing <send>) to minimize false cal ls  [hat could result from one-touch dtalinf~ NSARC 
GLlPCS ,SPRMcommmrs at 2. The USCG also expressed concern abour niinimiziny, hoas cal ls .  USCG GAIPCS 
jVPR.Z.1 comments at 6. 

6' 

91 I Act at Section:. SeeaLo47U.S.C. 4 7il(e)(:), lmplementartonof91 I Act: Thc U s e o l N I  I Codesand b(, 

Other Abbreviated Dialin: Arrangements. CC Docker No. 92-1 03, U'T Dochet No. 00.1 10. f o u r l h  Repurr and 
Order and Third .&"orice oJProposed RuIrmakinS. Nvrice oJPropowd Rdemukrng. I 5  FCC Rcd 17.079 (2000) 
(implementin: rhis mandare). 

lnmarsat Ventures plc exparrr at 2. lnmarsat points out that its terminals use the couitttq iode 870. siving them 
the ability to roam globally without using a n y  one country's national numbering scheme. As w e  understand it. a ca l l  
to an lnmarsat termtital. even if located in the cal ler 's country, i s  nevertheless an inrcmnrtonal call because the 870 
access code must he dialed first. Calls madc from a n  lnmarsat terminal mu81 31x1 be preceded by a recoyired 
counrry code: thus a .'user cannol dial simply a national number (including shon code? lor emergency calls, e.%. 
9 I I ,  I I?, 999):. Id. at 2.  

'* Inmarsat Venrures plc r.rparre ar 2.  lnmarsat does sa) that users of trs ierminals can access a local PSAP 
provided the phone number and country code are known. although we find that dialin; these numbers (even if 
known) would be cumbersome in a bona tide emergency 

6: 

6" Fch I 2  Er Porrr ,Menlo at Z 

'I' Fc,h ?? E~Y Porii~ .2 /o, to  at I 
.I BUI .we dlscussion regardin5 coinplelion of91 I cal ls  \&hen no PSAP has been designa'rd by the siare or local 
aurhortties. at  para. 25  below. That situation is  much different from when a carrier cannnr complere a 91 I cal l  
because of an incomplete PSAP database. 

I O  
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25. Several commenters have pointed out that MSS callers are like]! to he located in remote areas 
where no PSAP may be available." In these instances. a database o f  local PSAPs would not provide a 
basis for connecting the caller with emergency personnel. We addressed this issue in the context of our 
proceedin; to implement the 91 I Act. where we stated that. in areas where no PSAP has been designated. 
carriers s t i l l  have an obligation not to block 91 I calls.'.' Specifically, by September I I. 2002 we required 
that. in  areas where no PSAP has been designated. carriers must begin deliveiing 91 1 calls: 

.- 

( a )  to a statewide established default point: (b) i f  nolie exists, to an appropriatc local einergenc) 
authority. such as the police or count: sheritf. selected b! an  authorized State or Local eliriry: 
or. finally. (c) as a marrer of last w o r t  3nd to aboid the blocking of91 I calls. . . . to a n  
appropriate local emergency authority. based a n  the exercise of the carrier's reasonable 
judgment. following iniriation of contact with the State Governor's designated entity under 
section 3(b) of the 91 1 Act." 

In  takiiig Ihese measures. ne intriidsd to elininate or rciluce occurrcttccs o f \ \ i i  :le)\ "c;irricr'r l'uriiishiti; 
intercept inessages aleiti i ig callers that the einer+mc! ca l l  cmi iot  be coinpleted . or is oilierwisc. 
blocked." We believe rhat satellite carriers should compl) \ r d i  the same requ~reriienti. Houerer,  ice 
appreciate that a satellite carrier, having national coverase and the responsibility to determine appropriate 
emergency personnel for i ts  entire nationwide footprint. may experience more dif f iculr) i l iati a locally- 
deployed wireless carrier in determinin: to which entity to send emergency calls in the absence o f a  
PSAP. Thus w'e seek comment on whether GMPCS carriers should have an extended period within 
uh ich  to comply with this requirement. For example. i f the call center requirement becomes effective one 
year after adoption, should a licensee be responsible. as o f  the effective date, .cx delivering 91 I calls for 
all. or only a portion of, areas lacking PSAPs? What would be a reasonable tinie frame for requiring a 
satellite carrier to route a l l  91 I calls from subscribers? The International B u r e u  has suggested that in 
some cases, "public safety needs may best be met by routing MSS emergency calls to someone other than 
a local PSAP, for instance to the Coast Guard."'6 N E N A  agrees that "calls frcm coastal waters" and 
certain other waterways might be better routed to the Coast Guard. but stresses that the call. while 
originating from water, should s t i l l  use 91 I as the dial code. We are interested in learning if additional 
parties support this proposal. We note that vessels at sea already have access in the Global Marit ime 
Distress and Safety System ("GMDSS") lor distress and safer! needs." and thertfore persons at sea may 
not have a n  expectation o f91  I service n i t h  satellite handset phones. 

-. 
I ,  

26. We recognize that MSS call centers are not PSAPs tliemsel\'es. but ,ather serve as an 
intermediary that refers emergency calls to PSAPs. Our inquiries regarding rhe intermediary role of 
telematics call centers are thus applicable to MSS call centers as  ell.'^ As we observe in our discussion 

"See APCO GMPCS NPRMcomments at 2 :  NSARC G.\IPCS ,VPRAI comments at 2. LCA. In irs GhlPCS N P R M  
comments 31 18. n o d  that "MSS wi l l  provide ccreragr i n  arras uhr r r  9-1-1 service ilia? nor exist . . ." 

Consrellation noted that i t s  MSS system "will covcr the eniire counrry. includine large uiipopulated areas where 
there may not be a desiyated agency to respond io cmerfuncy calls."  Consrellation G.11PCS :\PR.llcomments at 
13. 
.. 

Srr F$h R q o r f  and Order at para I 5  

'' Fi/ih Rl,porr and Order at para. I j 

Ffrh Repor! and Order ar para. 2; 

Su!ellirr E91 I Pitblic Nor;cc at ;-4. 

National Emergency Number Associalion ( N E N A )  Sufrlliw YII Piihlii. ,\u!ice comments at ; 

S w  -17 C.F.R. S 80 Suhpan W 

See. e g . paras. 66-69. 

:> 
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below o f  telematics. we are concerned about delajs that nii:ht result when call centers t o w a r d  ca l l s  to 
PSAPs." Globalstar indicates that i t  establishes 3 conference ca l l  l ink behueen i 91 I caller and a PSAP 
without the use o f  trunks to selective routers." We seeh comment regarding how othsr currently 
operating MSS call centers approach this issuc. and uhether any problems habe been encountered. 

27. We also seek comment on whether a satellite sJstem's inherent location determination 
capabilities should be used to obtain a 91 I caller's location and nhether that infnrmation should be 
automarically transmined to the call  center. i f  technically fcasible. As described abobe. callers using 
Globalstar can use their handsets to determine their approsimate coordinates. then read this informatioil to 
the emergenc) operator. who then uses II to ascenain the appropriate PSAP. The Iridium iysteni. l r h i l e  
iiot currently providing emergency call assistmce. i s  capable o f  determining the location o f  a caller within 
an accuracy of approximately I O  to 70 hilometers.8' Clearly. the availability o f  latitude and longitude 
information can enhance the abilirq of a call m i t e r  to match the correct PSAP. particularly when callers 
art. lost or orher\bise do not Lriow tL;icre the-) x e  and cnnnot pro\ ide an address. We si.& ioni i i lc i l t  on 
tlic benefit to be gained in rcquirin: sxcl l l tc s)s te ins  tl1;lt are capablc ol'dctermili ing caller locations to 
automatically transmit th3t information to the ca l l  ceiiter. either ns the 91 I number IS dialed or shortly 
after the connection i s  made to the c a l l  center. itadditional time 15 necessar) tor the handset to see enoush 
satellites to determine location. Tne i'iational Search and Rescue Comminee ("NSARC") acknoivledpes 
that MSS systems do not have the same location precision as remestrial  irele less ones. hut i s  nonetheless 
"confident that improvements are fonhcoming." and believes that on) ALI requirement for MSS systems 
should be hased on their inherent capabilities." We are interested in learning if other public safety 
organizations share NSARC's view. We recognize that the ability o f  satellite communications networks 
to determine a caller's precise location is constrained and cannot (with current eq,iipment) reliably reach 
the level o f  accuracy that the Commission has set for handset and network-based solutions for terrestrial 
wireless. However. the public interest may best be served by ut i l iz ing a l l  resources available in aiding 
callers in an emergency. If we were to require carriers to relay automatically availsble location 
information to emergency call centers. we also seek comment on reasonably achievable accuracy 
standards n e  could establish for this location information. 

84 

( i i )  Enhanced 91 I 

28. In this section. we seek to develop further the record on implemelitdtlon ofenhanced 91 I for 
satellite carriers. The record generated thus far in  the GXlPCS and 2 GHz MSS proceediilys illustrates a 
fundamental difference of opinion as to whether requiring E9 I I tor MSS is  appEopriate a t  I l l i s  time. 
Satellite licensees generally oppose adoption o i a  rule requiring E91 I for MSS, Zlaiming i t  i s  premature 
and/or not economicall and technically feasible. v.hile public safety entities support E91 I. claiming i t  i s  
in the public's interest.' NTlA a r p e s  that E91 I i s  especially important for M S S  terminals for callers 

~ ~~ 

81' .k! para. 69 q ; ~ u  

Feh 21 E ~ Y  Purre .Ilcmo at Z U l  

'' Fch 2: t r  f u r l e  ,llc,?zo at j. As  a blg LEO 1Icrnst.c. lrldium I S  rcquired to be capable of locaiing the position of  
users oirnobile transceivers in an effon to prevcni Inierierence w t h  the radio asirononly s e r v i x  See47 C.F.K. 
- > .- I >.  

'' N S A R C  G.h/PCS XfRMcomments at 3 

7 -  7 ~ 

84 For nerworh-hascd rechnolosies. we requirr Phase I 1  location accuracy to be within 100 meters for 67 percent of 
cal ls and ;OO nierers for 95 percent of cal ls  Fur Ihandset-based technologles. w e  requiie Phase I1 locarion accuracy 
tu be \rithin 50 rneiers for 67 percent of  ca l l s  and I 5 0  n ie icrs for 95 percent ofcd l s .  S ~ e 4 7  C.F.R.  5 20.18(h) 

For satel l i te licenser and manufacturer cornnieni. .see ' , e .  lnrnarsat Lid C',IIPCS,Z'PR,1~.ornmenrs at  9-10, SIA 
G,\/Pc'S hPR,llcornnients at I, Motorola GAIPC.C~\PR.tlreply at 1:. Indium LLC GJ\IPCSNPR,LIreplyat 13, I C 0  
Global G,tIPCS XPR,Z/commsnts ai 3 ,  Thll (;,IIPC'.T.\PR,ZIrsply ai  7-8. Consrellatina ~;AIPC:T,VPR~IIcommenrs 
31 15. AtvISC ~, I lPCS~~PRI Icommenrs  a1 16-17. LGA GdIPC.5 NfRAlreply at 19. Comsa-. GMPCS NPRM 

U; 

(continued ... .)  
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located in areas not sewed by terrestrial \\ireless ner\\orLs or  callers \rho cannot otherwise identify their 
location." Licensees. such as Inmarsat. respond that E91 I features are too expensive and trchnically 
diff icult to implement. and that the existence o f  a satellite handset (and the ability to use i t  an?-\*.here) i s  a 
public benefit in and of  itself." While the Inmarsat position may be val id to a cenain extent. we belie\e 
that. if the technolo&? and cost permit. consumer expectations and the public interest support a 
requiremeni that MSS provide E91 I services comparable to those of rerresrrial wkeless.  Howeier. the 
record thus far demonstrates that E91 1 requirements for satellite systems may be premature at this time. 
panicularl) Lbi th regard to the gateway arcliiiecturc of satellite n e t w o r k  I n  this sectioii n e  iiitend to 
develop funher the record for MSS enhanccd 91 I rules since \\e anticipate their eventual adoption. We 
also seek intormation regarding whether netnork technology has improved in any significant \\a> since 
comments were last filed on these issues. We also serh information relevant tc) comparing [ l ie  M S S  and 
terrestrial wireless contexts. including with respect to the n w  phases in nh ich  n e  required terrestrial 
wireless carriers to implement enhanced 91 I-the first phase consisting of Automatic Ntiiiibrr Inlormation 
( . -ANI")  and second phase consistins o t  Auroinatic 1~oc:ition 1dentilic:iitoti (-Y.LI"). Tlicse inquiries arc 
also releiant to  our request for conitnetit i n  parnyaph Si h c l o i ~  cmcert i i t ig basic a i d  eti11aticed ')I I 
coinplinnce in the ebciit satellite carrtrrs ar? pcrniitted to offer an a i ic ih r !  tt'rrcstrinl cutiipoiicilt tu tlirir 
satellite hervice. 

(a) Nehrork Design and  LEC Intcrronnecl ion 

29. Backeround. The Suiellire E Y l l  Piihlic h j r i c m  sought comnieiit. genedlly. on whether there 
would be any need for special regulatory policies \\it11 regard to MSS liceilsee coordination with local 
exchange carriers (LECs) and P S A P S . ~ ~  In the terrestrtal wireless context. the Commission left the 
resolution oftechnical and operational decisions necessan for implementing E91 1 to the interested 
parties, including wireless and wireline carriers. PSAPs. state and local goverrmuiits. manufacturers, and 
standard-setting groups." This approach stemmed from a Commission bel ief that i t  should determine 
only the capabilities that must be achieved. ratlier than promulgate extensive tech ica l  standards.'" We 

( ..continued from previous page) 
comments ar 13. Motienr Surelliic 911 Puhl i i .  h o i i ~ . ~ ,  comments ar I. I C 0  Sorellire Y i  / Ptihlic Norirc comments ai 2 .  
Globalstar Soiellrie Y / l  Pirblic Sorice comments zenerall! The .' G H :  \PRdI record cont3ins smilar comments on 
thts subject. see. c g., aoeinz 2 GH: NPR.11 comnienth at  19. I C 0  USA Service Group 2 G": hf'R.l/ comments ai 
4:.  Consrellarion 2 GH: "dbi  comments at 16.  TMI : GH: ,\I'R.l/cotnments ar IO. Globalstar. L.P. 2 GH: NPRA/ 
cornmenis ai 30, I C 0  2 GH: NPR.Mcomments at 19. SI..\ 2 (,'If: Y f ' R j I  comments at  2. however. satellilc licensee 
Celsat supported E91 I for 2 GHr MSS (see Cetsar .' CHI ,\PR,\/cotnnients a1 30). and zuggested in its "ply thar 
the development o f  E91 I tules should be deferred io a separaie proceeding (Celsat 2 GH: ,YPRhI reply at 27-28). 
Celsai did noi file comments in response to the Suie/Iiw 91 I Pt ih l i i  Xiiiire. For public safety comment and other 
entities supponingsatellite E91 t.see. c g . ,  NTIA GliPC,7!\PRIIreply a1 8. APCOG,IIfCSNPR,l/comments 
throughout, NSARC GhlPCS NPRbl cornmenis ai 2. USCG G,l/fC'S .VPR;\!commrnIs throughoui. NENA GhlPC.5 
,,YPR,\Icommenrs at 2. APCO Suiellirr 91 I Pirhlic. \ o l i L L ,  coninirnis 31 2. NENA .Surellirc Y I l  fithlic Nurice 
comments at I. SCC Surellire Yl l  Public ,\oiir.i.commsnis a i  2 .  Washington State Surellire 91 I Pitbirr Nolice 
comments at 2.  APCO 2 GH: h'PRhl cornmenis ar 2 .  Bcllsuuih -' GH: ,\PRj\/ comments a1 6. N T l A  2 GH: .SPRAI 
cornmenis ai 16. and USCG 2 GH: I V P R I /  commcllln a1 4 - 5  

*' NTlA G,lIPCSNPRIIreply at 8.  

tnmarsal GjI.IPCS,VfR,21reply at 9: see oiso ORBCOMM G'.l/PC:C ,SPR,lcomments 21 15: Clobalsiar.Cu/e//i/e 
91 / Public ,Voiica comments at 9; Inmarsat Ventures plc CY paric at 2.  
nu Sarel/ire 91 I Public ,Vorice ar 6 

See, Il'irelL,s.P €411 Fir,iReporiundOrdL.r. I I I'CC Rcd nt I S 7 1 1 - 1 4 ;  Revision ofthe Commission', Rules 10 
Ensure Compaiihilip w r h  Enhanced 91 I Emergency Callin? S)stenis. CC Docket No. 94-10?. SCCCI,?,~ 
, ~ i m o r u n d t m  Opitiioii andorder. 14 FCC Rcd 20850 ai para 9; (1999) ("Ib' irelr~s € P I /  SCCUII( /  Recti11 Order") 

The issucs the Commission left to inrerested panles i o  resolve Included 'siandards necessarq io implement and 
enable widespread wirrless access to emergency communications and services. ihe specificaricn o f a  required grade 
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continue to believe that this approach is  preferred. although the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
recently initiated an inquiry into ongoing E9 I I implementarion issues concerning LEC and PSAP 
readiness.” As we observed above in our call center discussion. satellite network architecture. by design. 
has few public switched network inlerconnection points. making the automatic routing ofeven basic 91 I 
calls to PSAPs diff icult.  

30. The record shows that high costs are associated n i t h  modifying satellite iietwork 
infrastructures to accommodate enhanced emergency call information and route i t  to appropriate PSAPs. 
Some carriers argue that netnork modifications are necessar? IO Ior\\ard ANI and ALI data. s i~c l i  as 
relrofitl ing switches throughout the netLLorh and nrakiiig costl! pri tate trunking arrangements betweeit 
earth stations and PSAPs.” I C 0  suggests that the retrofit costs could be reduced if( i) a single: central 
emergency cal l  service could receire calls for the 113tion or ( i i )  each of the 50 state.5 has a single point o f  
emergency contact. 

with the PSAPs on a state-b!-itare. locnlit!-b?-localit! basis. \ \ I i ich uould create ei iori~ioi is 
adniiiiistrarive costs. . . . 

Y j  In addition, nithout a nationall~-coordinated PSAP program, “MSS operators must 

...I 1 

3 I .  Discussion. We ieeh comment \\ hether E9 I I requirctnents lor satel l i te carr iers  sltould be 
delayed unt i l  these network issues are resolved. We seeh commrni on alternative methods of facilitatin: 
L E C  interconnection and PSAP routing. For example. call centers might be capable o f  receiving ANI and 
A L I  information. which operators could forward. along with the einerfency cdll. to the appropriate PSAP. 
While KO’s proposal for the establishment o f  national PSAP referral center or central PSAP off ice for 
each of the 50 states may resolve coordination issues. “e believe that states and localities are best 
equipped to design PSAP infrastructure. I n  the terrestrial wireless E91 1 proceeding, the Commission 
recognized that because selective routing o f  wireless 91 I calls to the appropriate PSAP i s  complicated by 
the fact that the caller is often moving. carriers would need to coordinate with sate and local governments 
to determine the PSAPs that are appropriate to receive wireless 91 I 
that until a state or local governmental entity develops a routing plan for wireless 91 I calls within i t s  
jurisdiction, covered carriers could comply with tile E9 I I rules by continuin?. to route 9 I I calls to the 

The Commission indicated 

( . continued from previous page) 
of service [ in  terms o f  ca l l  blocking probabilityJ. the mapping required IO develop the cwrdinates o f  latitude and 
longitude necessary for location identification. and !he exact inrerface beltreen the stveral iomponcilrs o f  the lotal 
nerwork“ ( I  e . .  signaling and switching capabiliries) € Y /  / Fir.cr Reporl iiiidOrdi~r 31 para. 7;. We note [hat the 
Commission had a fair degree o f  confidence that the relevant panics \sould resolve thene inatters. since many were 
pan of. or represented on. a Consensus Agreement on E91 I i sues  between several public ;afely and wireless 
industry entiries. The Cornmission required the signatories to the Consensus Agreemenl. PCIA. and the Consumers 
First and the Ad Hoc Alliance for Public Access IO 91 I to submit slaws repons to the Commission at r e ~ u l a r  
intervals, See E 9 / /  Finr Repori ondOrder at pard 7 5 .  

See Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Seehs Comment on Repon on Technical and Operational Wireless 91 

E91 1 Issues, WT Docket No. 02-16. Public h’orrce. DA 02-1666 (re1 Oct. 16. 2002). 

’’ I C 0  Surrliiic 9 / /  f‘irblrc Norice reply at j - 4 .  I C 0  maintains that i f  E91 I i s  adopteJ. the costs to modify i t s  
handsets and network would be “enormous.’. I C 0  Sure/lire 9 /  / Piihl i r  ,*rorri-c, commrnts at 7. .See d s o  discussion of 
Globalstar‘s need for an American National Standards Instirut? ISDN User P a n  conneclion to the PSTN in para. 3 ;  
~ f i u .  Globalsfar says ‘.automatic routing of basic 9 I I c d l s  would be cost prohibiiive unless PSAPs ihemselves are 
financially responsible for the disrance-sensitive rrunh connections betfieen. , , gateways and the many LEC 
x l e c r i v e  routers nationwide” and also notes that due to its l e w  number ofgateways. PSAPs would need to 
interconnect not only with LECs. but with interstatc and international carriers as well to receire 91 I calls. 
Globalstar Sorelitre 911 Pubiic h’orice comnienls 31 ?; 
U.? I C 0  .Sule//ite Y / /  Pihi ic  hol icc cornmenrs at b.  

IC0  Su~ellrre Y I  / Public Noiicr comments at 7 

’” Wireless E Y l l  First Recm Order a i  paras. 98-99 

91 
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PSAPs designated by local authorities to ansner wireless 91 I  call^.^'' We encouraye sarellite carriers to 
confer \rith state governments regardine their desisnated wireless PSAPs." 

32.  We seek funher comment on costs to transport enhanced call information. I C 0  and 
Globalstar note that PSAPs would need to mahe modifications to their equipment in order to receive E91 I 
call data from a satellire network. and both express uncertainy whether the P S A 3  have begun making 
these modifications.9n We seek comment on this issue. panicularly whether a P S A P  that i s  confipured to 
rcccive terresrrial wireless E91 I data can also receive E91 I data from a satellite licensee. or whether 
PS4Pc \\auld have to make additional rnodificarions. We seeh additional cotnmeiit 011 h e  need (as 
Globalstar and IC0  assen) for costly trunk arrangements for transporting enhanced 91 I calls from 
satellite gateway stations to PSAPs. As noted abore. Globalstar's emergency service does not use such 
t runk when forwarding calls from the call center to PSAPs."' 

(b)  Provision of Automatic Nurnbcr  Ident i f icat ion 

- 7  .>,. RrlcI,~ro~itid. 111 the Srirc>llirc €91 / f'iihlic >\or;cc,. the Internatioilal Bureau asked \rliether t l ~ c  
Commission should itnplenient A N I  for satellite 91 I calls. and i i s o  n h t  nould be ai: appropriate 

I on implementation schedule. The International Bureau also ashed whether provision o f  ANI \rould be 
more problematic for MSS providers than ior covered wireless providers.'" Public safety entities such as 
the Coast Guard and N E N A  suppon A N I  for satellite carriers. 
reflects that the infrastructure of some currently operational carriers. including A M S C  and Iridium. is not 
capable o f  receiving and transmitting A N I  information. Globalstar maiiltains tliat i ts gateway stations 
are incapable of accepting ANI information. and moreover Globalstar is  unsure wilether PSAP and LEC 

I"! bur the limited record on th is  issue 

IO3 

'Ih Kirelexs E91 I Firu Recon Order at para. 99 See alxu 47 C.F.R. S 10.; (defining a PSAP as a "[ploint rhal has 
been designated to receive 91 1 calls and roure them IO emergency service personnel). 

enrir) to be designated by the Srate's Governor pursuanr to seclion 3(b) of !he 91 I AcI). 
See. ~ . g ,  FiJh Report and Order. 16 FCC Rcd 22264 at para. 27 (addressing the neei for carriers to contact the 

l ( 'OSurcl/ tr t~ Y l l  Pi!blic 9Noi~ce comments at 6-7 .  Globalstar Suiellirc YI I Piibiic h'ortce comments at 17. 

Feh 22 E~T Parii, .2lmio at 2 .  NENA observes that Globalstar~s ability to route 91 1 calls from i t s  cull cenler to 
PSAPs refuies Inmarsat's argument thar MSS systems cannot use elisriny hcilities to route iillls to PSAPs. NENA 
,Sure//ire 911 Public ,2'uricr reply ai 3. 

'Iw Sarellirr 91 i Public Notice at 5 .  

We require terresrrial wireless licensees to  provide A N I  IO PSAPs as Phase I ofenhaoced 91 I service. ANI in1 

consists ofthe ca1ler.s telephone number and the location ofthe cell sire or base station .h i t  ,-eceived the 91 I call. 
See 41 C.F.R. S 20. I8(d). In the sate l l i ie  conrext. w e  undersland rhar lack of terrestrial base stations (other than the 
small number of galc\ray stations) limtrs ANI  to the caller's telephone number. Also. \'E recogntre that requirins 
satellite carrters to implemenr A N I  prior to ALI (as Seclion 20. I 8  requires for covered ~err ts t r~al  carriers) may he 
impracttcal. because a sarellite 91 I call cannot be auromarically roured to 3 PSAP wi thx t  first determtning a cilller's 
precise location. See in/ru para. 8 3 .  

g -  

08 

00 

I"' NENA Sarrllirr 911 Public iVonce reply ai 2-3: USCG Sarellire 911 Pubiic hblire comments at 6. The Coast 
Guard also a r g m  that having the callback number wil l assist in tracking down hoax call~xs. Due to the costs 
involved in investigating calls that are revealed to be hoaxes (as the Coast Guard has demonstrated), we are 
persuaded rhat identification and prosecution of hoav callers provides additional basis for an A N  I requirement. 

telephr~ne and radio syslem dialing prorocols. it IS nor get feasible IO provide ANI  on the 1ridi-m system." Motorola 
C~LlPCS~~PR.ZIcommen~s al n.33. AMSC similarly notes ihar i l s  network could not (a,. 3 f  1999) provide ANI or 
ALI. 2nd that rcconfiguring the network would cost approsimalely hundreds o f  millions o f  dollars. AMSC GMPC:S 
hPRZlcornments at 16-17. 

iwi In  rcsponse to the more general inquiries ofthe G.1iPCS.VPR.Ll. Motorola observes that '.[d]ue to differences in 
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trunking facilities (including those in  Canada) can iransport the ANI."' Globalstar estimates that the cost 
of the necessary equipment to probide A N I  (I e. .  an American National Standards Institute ISDN User 
Part connection to the PSTN) would be 81.000.000. exclusive o f t runk ing costs.ios Globalstar argues that 
the cost of establishing trunks between i t s  :ateways and each PSAP would be proliibitive. and that ..given 
the low number o f  9 I 1  calls over (Globalstar's satellite network]. the costs of imposing a 'Phase I' 1i.e.. 
Phase I as defined in the terrestrial wireless rules] A N I  obligation are notjustified."In6 

34. Discussion. We agree with commenters such as N E N A  and the Coast Guard that the 
availabilir\ o f the  caller's number w i l l  s r n e  the public inrerest by enabling PSAPs to reconnect to callers 
in the event o f a  disconnection and to trach sown hoak callers. Accordingly. \ \e seek lunher comiiieiit 
repdrding the feasibility of transmittine a ca l l e r ' s  phone number to the PSAP. For example. we seek 
comment whether satellite network technology has improved in the time sincc comments were last filed. 
rhus enabling the generation of ANI data. Arc Glohalstar~s concerns regarding ILEC and PSAP readiness 
uell-founded. especially as these enhitie; no rk  to accciininodate A L I  and ANI froin terrestrial wireless 
carriers'.' Do other curreiitlq operat~or~al  LIS5 I i c c n ~ e e ~  l0c.c I iurdks similar to Clob ;~ l~ ta r ' \  \I ill1 regard to 
nenrorh retrofits? Whar costs do otlicr carriers anticipate incurring to reprogram ctirretit t-quipmciit or 
acquire ne\\ equipment? Could accommodation of A N I  be facilitated il ' i inposrd on future geiieratioiis o i  
systems currently operating? We wel-.onie comment from a l l  interested parties 011 these matters. 

( c )  Provision of Automat ic Loczt ion In lo rmat ion  

35, Backcround. In theSu/el/i/e E 9 / /  Public h'oficr. the Bureau sought ir.put on a variety of 
issues pertaining to satel l i te system provision of AL I .  In particular. the Bureaii asked if implementation 
of handset-based A L I  for MSS licensees mould be any more problematic than i t  has been for terrestrial 
wireless carriers.1o7 The Bureau also asked if technologies already developed fdr terrestrial purposes 
would be readily adaptable to MSS, or at least be available at  prices comparable to those charged to 
terrestrial carriers.''* The Bureau solicited comment on the costs associated with implementing handset- 
based ALI,  both with regard to handsets and any other related expenses. As a n  blternative. the Bureau 
asked whether ALI can be achieved without the need for GPS receivers in  haridsets. and i f  so what level 
of accuraci' could he attained, and at what C ~ S I . ~ " "  

36 .  We received a range of comment5 on the feasihi l in of providing accurate location 
information for MSS subscribers. Several licensees indicated that their constel1at;cIiis arc incapable of 
ascertaining a caller's position, renderins onl! GPS as an ,ALI 

Iw  Globalstar Sorelliie 911 Public Yur ice commenrs i l l  I7 

Some carriers can and do 

Globalsrar Sorellrra 911 Public ,Norice commenls at 17-1 8 

Globalstar Saiellr,r 91 I Public Norice coniments at I 8  

IO5 

,a 

I"' Soreilire 911 Pub!lc Norice at 5. The terresrrial \\ ireless Phax I1  accuracy srandardc fur handset-based 
technologies are 50 meters for 61 percent o f  calls and I 5 0  melers for 95 percent of ca l l s  and for netnork-based 
techno1o;ies are 100 meters for 61 percent ofcalls and 300 meters for 95 percent of call;. Set, 41 C.F.R. $ 20.18(h) 

'"' Sureiliie Y i  1 Public Notice at 5-6. 

Surcllrie 9 1 1 Publrc Norice at 6 

See. c g ,  lnmarsal So/ellife Y I l  Public .Yntr~.e comments at 3 (Inmarsat's use of3 four GSO satellite network 
"makes il impossible" to provide ALI wilhoui includine GPS components in the handsct:: I C 0  .Tu/~,llrtc 91 I Publrc 
, L o i n  comnlenrs at 3-4 (ICO's MSS nerworl, uses I?  s a t e l l i l t s  with large spot beanic 10 cqb'er the entire United 
States. u i l h  a l l  ca l ls  routed to a sinSle eateua)  stillion. I C 0  assens ihat this architecture makes provision of ALI 
loo difficulr. leaving GPS as rhe only viablr oprion.). Motienr Su/el/ire Y I I  Public iVoirce comments at 3 (Morient 
says that ili network consists of five beams. each covering thousands o f  square mil.ts. but adds that these beams 
cannor determlne a cal ler 's position with rhc accuracy required by Secrion 20.18). 

io9 

, IU 
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ascertain a caller's position hut the degree of accurac? i s  not commensurate \\ith our terrestrial \\ireless 
standards. and they too submit that onl! GPS \rould meet the terrestrial wireless Phase 11 standards."' 
The Coast Guard u rea  the Commission to require an ALI  standard lor  GMPCS that i s  "at least as 
accurate as the 125-meter R M S  [root mean square] standard" contained in the then-current terrestrial 
wireless rule (the 125- meter RMS standard was  later replaced with differing standards for handset-based 
and nemork-based solutions)."' The Coast Guard sa>s that terrestrial wireless Phase I l - c p e  location 
accuracy is "mandatory" because orhem ise rescue del3y.r \\ i l l inevitably occur, and kno\rledge o f  the 
caller's location w i l l  assist in the identification atid prosecution of h o a i  callers. 

, I ', 

37. Public safety advocates generall? belie\e that GPS components can be integrated into MSS 
handsets. but carriers are less optimistic. SC-C Corp. recognizes the technical limitations laced by satellite 
carriers. and argues that GPS technoloey "offers an independent and proven means of  meeting Phase II 
location standards. . . ..'Ii' Inmarsat and I C 0  argue that the use of GPS chipsets adds too much expen~e  
to t l ir cost 01 handsets: IC0 in paniiular !notes that 1111' per unit ~ ( 1 s t  for incorporntiiig CPS into one of irs 
handsets is  G O . " '  K i t h  regard to other GPS tccliiiical cunsiclcrdtioit;. IC0  coii inlri its that GF'S I i a r d u x c  
would reduce a handset's battery l i fe from 1x0-200 Iiotirs t o  nhout XI Itours."" NTI  4 points o u t  that 
"filters \uith an estremely steep rol l-oft  nou ld  be required" for GI's and MSS components to work 
simultaneously. due to band prox imi ty  
functions cannot operate simultaneously because of interterence issues. 
simultaneous operation problems could he minimized throufh time-sharing. "e.g.. [ the] GPS receiver is 
turned off while [the] MSS handset is  transniitring.~'i"l 

1 1 -  Globalstar maintains that its i~ehvorh  and GPS transmit/receivc 
115 NTIA observes that 

38, Discussion. While we recognize the mlue in establishing strict accuracy standards. as the 
Coast Guard advocates. we are persuaded based on the existing record that presently tlw only way o f  
achieving such standards i s  via GPS. In the terrestrial wireless proceeding. we strtssed the importance of 
maintaining technical neutrality in the selection of ALI tecl1noloC;y'" and we intend to continue that 
policy \*.ith satellite systems. Thus we seeh comment on whether wje should al low HLI to be provided by 

Sce Globalstar Sarellire 91 I Piiblic NOIICE comrnenrs dt I?  (10 kilometer accuracy 909.0 o f  rime): Fcb. 77 €1- 
l'urrr, ,+!ern0 at  ; (Iridium Satellife can determine the location o r a  cal ler  with an accuracy ) i f  10 to 20 kilometers). 
Orbcomm. a L i n k  LEO licensee. esrimares thar i i s  s!siein can ascenain the localion of a stnrionar) user ierminal 
wrh in  I O  millutes wiih 500-meter accuracy V i 4 0  o l t h e  rime. uring calculations based nil doppkr variations in [he 
signals received from tis low-orbit satellites. Additional time \ \ i l l  allow iniore satel l i t?  passes and lhus retined 
accuracy (approximately 350 meters withln 30 minute\t. ORHCOklhl G,ZIPC'S,VPR,11~:omnients at I Z - l j .  

' I '  USCG G,\!PCS .YPR.Ll comments ar 6-8 

, I /  

1 1 :  

SCC Suielltrr 91 I Public ?Jotire comments at 5-4 

Inmarsat Sutell~rc Y I I Publtc ,h'otrcc cornmenis 3t .;-.I I C 0  S O I ~ ~ / / I I C  Y I  I Piihlic ,\'oirw coninients at 4-5. 

1 1 1  

l l j  

' l e  IC0  Sarcllrte Y /  I Ptrhlic Norire comments 31 4 

' I '  NTIA Surrllrrc Y I  / Plrbltc Nortce reply at I O  

I "  Globalstar Sareliiic 91 I Puhlic Korrre comments 19 Globdstar also points out rhat handret-based A L I  solutions 
have network infrasrructure consequences. jncludjn: !he need for "a swirch-based n e f w w  component [hat may not 
be readily interposed on an MSS Bateway facility'' m d  gateivay upgrades io provide network assistance to [he 
handset. requiring additional sewers (a "significant undenaking"). lri at 19-20. 

NTIA Suielliie Y l  I Public l b i c e  reply a! 10 ,I') 

I" 11'tr&.\s EYI I  Flrsi R e p J r l  und Order. I I FCC Rcd ai 1871-1 (emphasirln; the intention to adopr general criteria 
rather than technical standards); Wtrelen € Y / l  Fir31 R c i w  O n l c v .  I? FCC Rcd 22645. 22714.5 ( i n  senin: 
deadlines and benchmarks for ALI. Commission pol~c? has been to be technologically and competitively neurral); 
Il'ire1e.n t Y 1  I 7Jriril Reprirr and 0rdr.r. I 4  FCC Rcd I7358 31 para. 14. 
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il carrier's inherent capabilities. or lbhether n e  should rcquire ;111 satellite carriers to implement a liandset- 
based solution that incorporates GPS. I C  we  \\ere to a l lon licensees to choose their tecliiiolog?. \\auld the 
public interest be served by al lowing a relaxed accurac! standard for neh\ork-based solutions ( e  ,q.. 3 

theoretically best accuracy o f  I kilometer. 90 percent nl'tlie t inie'")? We seek comment on acceptable 
alternative location accuracy standards. Panicularlk. \re are interested in whether carriers that can 
pinpoint caller location to within I O  to 20 kilometers (such as Ir idium and Globalstar) should be required 
to convey those coordinates to a PSAP when connecting 91 I calls. We seek comment on the public 
benefit o f  using existindinherent satellite Incation technolog! to determine the appropriate P S A P  to ca l l  
and whether to transmit t l ie  caller's cnordinatcs t n  tl ic PS:\P. We also seeh cominent oii nhether other 
technology is  available or w i l l  be available in the near future tl iat k lSS carriers can use to provide similar 
or better A L I  data as compared to GPS. If  relaled standards are unacceptable. sl~ould \ \e delay 
implementation of a GPS solution unti l  costs and enfil lrering issues have been resolved substantially. or 
\\auld a relaxed standard suffice until such time as i s t i e s  n i t h  a GPS solutioii are resol\cd'? 

3 0 .  We uiidrrsiand troni the Coast Guwd t l i ~ t  iilaLctir,itc cn,ordii iclr~~ ilia! hc 01' l i i n i t ~ d  \slue 
rrhen conducting maritime searches. but n e  seek cnii ini i~iit from nll ier e i t t i t i e i  \\lietlier a\i i i lable Iocatioii 
technology. in concert with information gleaned from callers tIieimel\es. s t i l l  senes t i le  public interest. 
I f  not. we seek comment on whether iwpleiiientation o t  \r irrless-comparable AL I  itaiidards should be 
drlayed for MSS until economies o f  scale e\ist that brins costs donil to leve ls  prcpnnional to those that 
wireless carriers have achieved (recognirinf that such a deb? miflit add several ?ears to satellite E91 I 
becoming effectiw). 

40. We also seek comment on certain interference issues. Globalstar maintains that its 
transceiver units. i f  equipped with GPS functions. cannot traiismit and receive at the same t i n e  due lo 
interference issues.? We recognize this limitation as a valid coiicem and thus se.-k funher comments on 
\bays to mitigate this interference, and also whether this i s  an issue other MSS opeiators wil l  encounter. 
In  addition, we seek comment on non-simultaneous use o f  the transceiver unit k r  transmittin: and 
receiving a GPS signal.'" Further. we seek comment on the impact the non-sir~iultaneous functions 
would have on GPS acquisition time ( I .@. .  the time inrenal to syc l i ronize the mohile transceiver with the 
GPS constellation) and position determination of the transceiver. We also seck comment on c a l l  set-up 
time for such non-simultaneous uses. Globalstar iiotcs h a t  n G I 5  receiver in P handset "could tahe 
several minutes to successfully access the GPS saiellitus to delerinine i t s  positiun." v hicli contrasts with 
the "few seconds" needed to establish a Globalstar call.'" At t l ie time Globa1st;ir p repard  i ts  comments. 
\\e believe Globalstar was correct in i t s  assessment: I io\\e\cr. based on current GPS technology we 
believe this i s  no longer the case. We invite comineiit on the use o f  adequate filtering. as suzgested by 
NTIA. as a way of  minimizing interference."' W e  believe t h t  proper filtering \ b i l l  address interference 
concerns. bur we are interested in comment nil the estm1atc.d costs of such a solution. 

-1 

4 I .  We acknowledge the fact (as IC0  aiid liiiii;irsat poii it out) that iiico7porattng GPS technology 
into handsets may alter the weight. size and pntrer consumption oft l ie mobile transceiver unit and also 

''I Sec Globalstar Sarellrle 911 Piiblrc iVurrci. cornmenls a1 20 

Globalstar .5ord/ r1~~ 9 / /  h h l t c  .Yorrce commrnls 31 19 

NTlA in i t s  cornmenis proposes non-simultaneous use ofthe transceiver unit as a means for avoiding I!; 

interference io the receive GPS signal on a n  MSS t runsceiwr equipped \rith GPS rezeive c;pability. NTlA Sarellrre 
V I 1  P,,blirhor,rereply ai I O  

'" Globalstar Sure11rk 91 1 Pirhl i i  ,Vortce comnienis JI I 9  

'I' N T l A  Surd/rw Y l 1  Pirh1Jo :Vorice reply at  10 (sui.cestlng ihat In order lor M S S  handscis to transmit 
simulianeousl? during GPS operation. " f i l ters with an eurremel? rrcep roll-off would be requlred." \rlfh impracric-l 
cost. ueight, and power concerns). 

_ _  
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increase the cost per unit. HoLreter. bawd on our understanding o f  the current trends in technolog). in  
particular ALI using GPS technology. we believe that the record before us i s  somewhat stale and that 
costs and battery size have come down somen hat. Therefore. \ve seek updated information on the costs 
associated with weight, size and po\\er consumption o f  these terminals when equipping mobile satellite 
transceiver units with GPS technology. We also seek comment on the cost associated with upgrading 
current satellite nehvorks to accommodate that transmission o f  G P S  data. and the costs associated with 
incorporating G P S  into the designs ol'future MSS networks. in particular information pertaining to 
routing and processing of E91 I cal ls. We seek. mpul regardiny whether advances made thus far in tlir 
provision o f  E91 I for terrestrial \\ireless are i n  any  \ \a> applicable to satellite netlrorks. 

(d) Implementat ion Schedules 

42. Discussion. We belieie the record ibould benefit from additional information coiicsrniiig 
implementation schedules for sate1l;te E91 I .  A variety o f  factors d i s t i i i y i i l l  m e l l i t e  E91 I 
implcmrntatiot~ from i t i  terrestrtal couiitcrp:lr!. I~irst.  due to ne tuor l  ~ ~ i c h i t c ~ t u r e .  mi MSS g a t w a !  
requires the specific location of the caller hrst 111 order t o  connrcl the cal l  to a PSAP. K;no\\ledge oVtlie 
caller's specific location constitutes ALI .  and nithour this intormatioii a satellite call cannot be routed to a 
PSAP. Therefore, unlike terrestrial \\ :reless. \\here implementation o t  ANI preceoed iniplrmentation o f  
ALI .  we do not believe that A N I  can be implemented prior to A L I  for MSS. We seek coiiiment on 
whether. instead ofphasing in ANI and A L I  separately. \ b e  should require sar:llite carriers to provide 
ANI and ALI simultaneously. If w e  should proceed with a unified ANVALI requirement. how soon after 
adoption o f th is  requirement should currently operational and design-stage carriers become compliant? 
Can design-stage MSS systems be re-engineered and compliant with E91 I requirements upon inception 
ofservice? For example. we invite comment concerning the abil ity o f  a licensee that has already me t  i t s  
first milestone (e.p.. by entering a non-contingent contract for the manufacture ,Jf the f i rs t  satel l i te in the 
system) at the time any E91 I requirements become effective to comply with tho5e requirements. With 
respect to currently operational systems, we seek comment whether A N l i A L l  servlces should be required 
for second or third generation satellite systems. Conversely. if  provision o f  ANI IALI  services demands 
modifications i n  handsets and gateway stations. rather than satell ites. we seek coinmelit on whether E91 I 
i s  feasible with the current satellite generation. We seek comment on the predicted costs of implementing 
A N I / A L I  and solicit input on possible subscribership le \e ls  tliat b c  could set as triggers for compliance 
with any such 
schedules,"7 we are not prepared to do so \\it l ioitt additional inlormation. 

While SCC Corp. asks that the Commission establish 5 i m  d e p l o ~ ~ i i e n t  

3 3 .  Several satellite carrirrs have pointed out tha t  the) have relatively f e u  custoiners in 
comparison to terrestrial wireless companies. and as a result are unable to distribute the costs o f  enhanced 
91 I services as easily to subscribers.'" If  MSS systems can onl!, recover the cast< o f  enhanced 91 I 
services through additional charges to their eust ing subscribers. they l i M y  w i l l  tse forced to increase 
their subscriber rates by a substantial amount. Such increased rates ma\ decrease the demand for their 
services. which means that fewer potential subscribers nil1 purchase hlSS wvices .  whether or not i t  
offers E91 I features. Therefore. we request comment on nlietl ier an E91 I requirement should be 
trigsered only when a licensee has achieved a certain benchmarl. in subscribership. 

I?" See also .siipru para. 24 

SeeSCC Sarellilc P i /  Public ,Vorirecxpuric'leiier (April IO.  1001) ,I- 

'Iy For example. I C 0  noted that (as of 1999). MSS subscribership numbered appro::imairly 500.000, whereas 
wire less subscribership was 34 million \\hen the Comniisslon adopted E91 I rules in 1996 (and by 1999 
subscribership reached approhimatelj 86 million). I C 0  Surcllire Y l l  Pi ihl ic Sorim reply at 6. The Commission has 
said t ha t  "CMRS carriers are no1 subject to rate rcpularlon. and may adjusi iheir rates 1.: ref lect  rhe cost ofprovidinz 
E91 I services withoul [CommlsslonJ intervention ' '  ll'ire/i*,\s E Y i l  S C C U I I ~  Rc,ion Ordw 14 FCC Rcd 20850 at 
para. 49 ( 1999) 

I9 
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44. Grorrd/urhering. The terrestrial \ \ i reless rules provide equipment phase-in schedules for 
I T  handset-based location techno1o:ies. Inmarsat argues that in the event that the Commission adopts a 

location monitoring requirement for MSS. "these requirements [should] be applicable on a prospective 
basis only and that existins terminals he grandfarhered against such requirements."'.'' Inmarsat maintains 
that even though it intends to incorporate GPS into its next generation o f  MSS earih stations. it currently 
serves approximately 200,000 user terminals uorldwide.131 Do MSS licensees oiher than lnmarsat have a 
siynificant number of mobile earth terminals that would bc costly to retrofit? We are concerned about 
this Issue as well and seek comment whether pre-existing mobile terminals in use at the time an! E9 I I 
rules are adopted and effective should be grandfathered from compliance. 111 order to deterniine the 
iinpact of a grandfathering prwis ion.  we also seek comment concerning v\lletlier s3 t r l l i t e  licensees expect 
significant terminal churn \rith regard to current custorners.'~'' 

(e)  Carr iers and  Services Required to O f f e r  E911 

45,  Bnchzround. 111 the Sriic.lIite YII Piddrc ,\O/ICC. the Bureau as!,& 1, 'CJI  I rulcs lor  intellitc 
ser \ icss should be limited I O  [lie silnic e\ te i i t  the r t i le i  are l imited for terrrsirial \ i i r e l r s  c:Irriers ( I  L'.. to 
carriers that provide real-time. n w - w a y  switched volce service that i s  interconnected :o the PSTN ). The 
International Bureau also asked wherl~,:r any MSS services are analogous to the maritime and aeronautical 
services that are exempt from the terrestrial wireless 91 I 
and aeronautical services from the terrestr ial  wireless 91 I rules. despite their being t\ro-\\a voice 
services. because passengers and crews o f  ships at sea rely on Global Maritime Distress and Safety 
System ("GMDSS") for emergency and distress. while passengers and crews o f  airplanes use other 
radiocommunication channels for emergency assistance. 

The Commission excluded niaririine 

13-1 

46. The record reflects a range o f  positions conceminy carriers that should be subject to 91 I 
requirements. OREXOMM. a litt le L E O  licensee, and N T l A  argue that E91 1 requirements should not he 
imposed on non-voice MSS systems. N T l A  believes that the 91 I Act requires only "tclephony" 
semices. ;.e.. "the transmission o f  voice over a communications network." to provide 9 I I. thereby 
excluding non-voice MSS.'j6 N E N A  suggests that the 91 I Act requires maritime MSS to provide 91 I 
access. while the Washington State E91 I Program office assens that a Washingan 91 I statute makes no 
"operational distinctions hhen mandating enhanced 91 I .  state\\ ide" and theretor: an! telephone system 
(including GMPCS) "must be designed to interiace to elistin: E91 I sysrenrs , ' f i t  i s  to meet the intent of 
[ s i c ]  Washington statute."'ii Boeing argues that nothing ill the 91 I Act's legishtive histor) indicates that 

135 

47  C.F.R. 5 Z0.18(2). 

lnmarsat Soir~1liie 91 1 Publrc Noiice comments 31 3 

lninarsal .Sutdlrre 911 Puhlir Noricr cornmenis at ; 

I i" 

,:I 

I" We noie that replacement phones accounted for ?; percent of the terrestrial wireless handsel market in 2001. See 
- ' I s  Nokia Mlssin; an Imponani Call? Whlle the No. I Wlrrless Handset Maker Dawdle:. i t s  Rivals are Rollin: Out 
Advanced Models i n  the U.S.." Roger 0. CrocLet. BirsincxsIVeek Onirnc. (March 17. ZOO?). 

sm4111~~ Y I I  PuhiIc .Z'oiicc at  4 (citing E Y l I  Frrsi Report undOrritr at para. 82) 

E91 / First Rcpori and Order at para. 82. ice uiso 47  C.F.R. 8 80. Subpan W 

I :i 

I il 

'- 'ORBCOMM GdlPCS .VPRM commenrs at 12: FAiORBCOMM Surel//te 91 1 Plrbiic Noirci. comments at  1; 
NTlA  Sute111ie Y i  1 Public iVoiice reply at 11-12 Sw d s o  N E N A  Surellire 91 I Pirhlic Noricr reply at 4 (concurring 
wiih ORBCOMM's posilionj. 

lii' NTlA Suid1m 91 1 Pirhiic ,\',,rice reply ai I 1 - 12 

N E N A  SurcIIIic 911 Plihlic ~Votice comnients ai 3 and reply at 4;  Washingon Stale Sirrcllirf Y l i  P~rhlic jVoricc. 
commenls at I. N E N A  maintains that alrhouzh 'Congress ordamed the use of these d g s  [ I  e.. 9 I 1 1  for a l l  wireless 

20 
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the Congress intended the statute to appl) to MSS or aeronautical 

47. Discussion. We tentatively conclude that onlb C M P C S  carriers providing real-time. trio-wn! 
switched voice service that i s  inrerconnected to the PSTN should be required to pi.ovide E9 I I services. 
Thi, is consistent with our approach to terrestrial \\ireless services. We also tentatively conclude that 
maritime and aeronautical MSS services should be excluded from an) 91 1 requirements. for the same 
reasons they are excluded from the terrestrial \\ireless requirements. While the Commission has found no 
public safety need for E91 I on terrestrial t\\o-\\ay. non-voice seryicts. the Coast Guard argues 1hat art! 
E91 I requirements "should apply to a11 t\\to-\\a? voice and data systems nh ich  fall under the 
classification o f  GMPCS.""" Although \ \c are not inclined to eltend an? satellite 91 I requirements to 
non-voice systems. we welcome additional comment on the Coast Guard's proposal. ORBCOMM 
indicated in 1999 that i t  "recognizes that some subscribers w i l l  \rant to use their communicators to send 
91 I-type messages. and ORBCOMM intends to address the needs ofthese po1en.ial users by providing 
[lie appropriate" PSAP with infornia.lon tiecesnr! to respond."' I I O R B C O M M  aiid!or all! other no!]- 
~ o i c c  sksten is  currently provide this  it o t e ~ ~ ~ c r ; w c >  scr\ ice. \ \ e  sech cotniiit'.i* regarding i ts  
implementation and use. 

I :9 

48. We agree with Globalstar ;hat \ \e must reject Washingon State-c implication that all GMPCS 
providers must provide 91 I service to comply with a Wasliitigtoii statute."' The Commission observed in 
the wireless E91 1 proceeding"that state actions that are incompatible with the policies and rules adopted 
in this Order are subject to preemption. Moreover. the Commission stated that federal preemption of 
state E91 I regulation "may be necessary to ensure the achievement o f  various inssverable. nationwide 
aspects o f  E91 I operations," including nationwide €91 I operational compatibliry."' These principles 
are as applicable to sarellite C M R S  as they are to terrestrial CMRS.  The only 91 I requirements satellite 
carriers must follow are those that the Commission adopts. to the extent it adopts a n y .  

..I,: 

(i i i)  In ternat ional  Issues 

49. Background. Rules requiring satellite carriers to provide emergen;) call centers and E9 I I 
services raise international issues, including the use o f  different emergency acl:ess codes across the 
globe'" and differing standards for the transinission and routing o f  enhanced cal l  inlormation. Ir idium 

(...continued from previous page) 
telephone cal ls  originatins in the U.S.." the 9 I I A c l  " tolerd~es e\cmplion' Cor aeronautical MSS N E N A  Surell~te 
911 Public Norice reply at 2-4. 

Boeing Sotellire 9 /  / Pirblic Norice reply at 1-2 

E!?/ l Firsr Rrporr and Ordcr at  para. 82 

USCG G.LfPCS ,YPRd!comments at 8. The Coxt Guard also proposes that store-and-forward systems use the 
International Maritime Organization's "Criteria for Use \I hvn Providin; Inmarsat Shore-kased Facilities" to address 
!he reliability o f  deliverin; emergency messapes. .Scv USCG G'.I/PCS ,I'PRb/ commsnts at 8-9 

I" ORBCOMM GMPCS N P K M  comments at 16. 

'" Clobalsrar SaiclOe 911 Pzrh/,c Norice reply at 7 (notins that Washingon Stare "srems 10 imply that its slate law 
somehow supersedes the Commission's rules"). 

''I See € 9 /  I F1r.v Repor/ u17d Order ar paras. 101- I O j  

l j 9  

110 

See € V I /  f i n /  ReporrandOrder at  para. IO4 

Bp way o f  example. the emergency dial code for many European countries i s  117; Arlentlna uses I O 1  for 

11.1 

,IC 

ambulance and police and 107 for fire: Brazil uses 197 for ambulrrnce. 190 for police. and I93 for fire: Chlna uses 
120 for ambulance. I I O  for police. and I19 for fire. Japan uses I I9 for ambulance mil f ire and I I O  for police. See 
Ih t~p. , "~  i v u  .~lobaIt~leconi.ors.'relecom.hrni (visited 5.'I 4 '02). 
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LLC points to the existence ofcompeting access code5 a s  evidence o f  the need fur an international forum 
to establish standards to adopting any E91 I rules for 
international issues be resolved on the international stage. such as through the International 
Telecommunication Union-Radiocommunication Bureau (..lTU-R''),''7 

A varier? of commenters urze that a l l  

50. Discussion. When the Cornmission initiallS declined to require MSS licensees to comply 
with any 91 1 rules. i t  identified the need ro coordinate with international standards bodies for completion 
of international ca l l s  a, one o i t he  several [actors distinguishing MSS from covered C M R S  carriers. I n  
the Suielliie Y / /  Pirhlic IVO/JCL'. the International Bureau ashed if the public safet!, community and MSS 
iiidustrq panicipants had done anything -.to continue their effons to develop and establish standards [tor 
emergency calling] along with the internarional btaridards bodies.""' The comiiieiits received in response 
to this inquiry did not differ substantiall! from [lie comnients receibed nearly a )ear and halfearlicr in 
response to the CNPCS iVPR,M. In  both cases. somiiientcrs stress the need to develop standards oii the 
international stage prior to adoption 3 f  nil) t9 I I i ~ i l e s .  but do i iot indicate [hat an! pro;ress had been 
made in  t l i i i  regard,'"' We seeh coiiiiiieiit a >  to nltetltcr ~ ~ ~ I I I ~ I O I I  01' iiiteriia1iu1i;11 ,t;iiidard> iisue, 
should in 3 n y  \\a tunher dela!, adoption 0 1  a c:iII cei1lt.r reqiiirc~iieiit or E91 I rule< 

I 4 8  

5 I .  N T l A  suggests that the IT!--R irould be a n  -'elfective forum" for developing global 
standard,, panicularly under the aegis o f a  ne\\ Study Group 8 questioii developed b> the U.S. Coast 
Guard, NTIA.  and "MSS participants.""' This querrion addresses 3 number of issues crit ical to global 
implementation o f  emergency services. including the preferred capabilities of MSS systems. preferred 
requirements for automatic location determination. aspects o f  routing MSS emergency calls that must be 
compatible with international routing procedure. and the enhanced information to be forwarded with 
emergency calls."' NTlA reports that no comments were submitted in the Stddy Group 8 question during 
the study cycle preparing for the 2003 World Radio Confercnce.'" We understand that to date no 
recommendation has resulted from this question. We agree with N T l A  that "teclinical studies that are 
performed in response to this question can he used as  the basis for developing \TU-R 
Recommendations.""' We strongly encourage al l  licensees. equipment manufdcturers. public safety 
organizations, and any other interested parties to panicipatc in the discussion o f  ITU-R Question 22718. 
We are concerned that carriers have often cited the need 10 detelop international standards for emergency 
call ing as a prelude to rule adoption. but apparently fa i l  l o  initiate or participate in +l ie  iiecessar)' global 

"" Iridium LLC G.1IPCSh'PR~LIrsply a1 I 4  

"'See I C 0  Global G,\lPCSNPR.LIcommenrs ai 6-71 SIA  C;,\/P('.5 ,\PRdIcomments and reply a! 5 .  Comsat 
GMPCSNPRMcomments at 14; USCG Gh-I/'C'S\:PR.Z/cominents aL 9-10: Ministry o f  Posts and 
Telecommunications of Japan GAIPCS NPRAI commmrs a i  I (einphasizin; that the use c f  ALI for emergency 
purposes should first be studied at the ITU-R ). Sec u/.w I C 0  .S~w//iie Y /  I Public A'oiice comments 31 2 ;  NTlA 
Saidliic Y l  I Pirblic hoiicr reply at 8.  

EY / I Fir81 Reporr and Order at para. 8; 

.'oip/Iiie Y l l  P i ih / i r ,ho i i r c  a i  7, citing H'ire/i..\r EYI I  f ~ i r . $ i  RLY(II I  Order ar para. 89 

See, t g . .  Iridium LLC GMPCS iVPR,IIrepl) at 14: IC0  Global GZIPC'S ;VPRA!comment 31 6-7: SIA  GMPC'S 

118 

119 

, > o  

\fRh/reply ai 2 :  Ministry o i  Posrs and Telecomniunicalions o f  Japan G,l/K'S ,VPR,IIcommenr ar I .  Comment in 
response to the Saidlitr 911 Pubiic ,2'or/c.e on [his  issue wils similar. Sot. r f . .  IC0 Sa:e/!& g / /  piib/;c <$'o//ce 
coniments at 8: lnmarsnt Saielliie YII Public IVIIIICL' conlnlcnii at  2 

1 5 1  
KTIA Sur~ll irr 91 I Puhlic ~h'oiice reply a! 8 Tlir quesiion 1 8  identified as ITLJ-R 227 '8 .  "Technical and 

Operational Characterisrics o f  Emergency Conimunicailuns in  the Mobile Satel l i te Service." 

I" NTIA Su/el/iir Y /  / Puhiic ,Vuiicr reply at 8 

NTlA Su~ellric 91 / Puhltc ,Voric~, reply ar 9 
, i; 
I U  NTlA Suid l i i~ ,  91 / Piihiic h'oricr reply ai 8 
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discussions. 

5 2 .  We seek comment on issues raised b!, use ofemergenc! access codes other than 9 I I .  Me 
understand that Globalstar has prosrammed i t s  handsets to recopinire a \ a r i e ~  of emergeiic!, access codes 
(such as Europe's 112). and connects all such calls to an E C A S  operator."' This suggests that resolution 
of at leas1 some standards in the international arena i s  unnecessan. as a result of sofnbare itiodifications. 
While network recognition of multiple emergency numbers would facilirate subscriber access LO c a l l  
centers. w e  appreciate that inconsistent in lernal~o~ia l  standards u i t l i  regard to ALI and ANI  nin! causc 
more significant irnplementarlon issues (1' f i ~ .  f'SAPs In dif l t rcnt narions ~ i i a ?  i i s i  i i icolnp~ltibte equipment 
lnr processing E9 I I data). We invite comment on other methods Tor pro inaing satellite service 
rrnergency access without first resolving international stand;irds concerns. 

5 3 .  We also seek comment 011 liahilit! issues in cnitnectioii \ \ i t11 recognition o f  inilltipie 
einersenc! acceis codes. Glohalsta,. ~r~otes i t s  linhilit! co i iccr t i~ \tr.iiiiiiinf fruir. tlie fiiiidaiiieiital 
diltersnces henreen i t s  Slobal s!steni and localized tcrrcstri;II nirclcs, ,!>rcnis. 
that -.Y I 1.. serve as t l ie universal emergcnc~ telephone niiiiiher u i t l i in rlir l i i i i t ed  States V;ireless carricrb 
providin; 91 I emergency service are affordcd liabilit? protection to [lie same e?tenr as t l i a t  u h i c l i  
\\ireline carriers receive on 91 1 cails. 113 sate l l i te  carr ier  a l l n u s  suhscribers to dial I I? (or any other 
emergency code) in the United States in order to place an emerpeiic) call. that carrier i s  arguably in  
violation o i t h e  91 I Act and inight he eicluded from t l ie  liahilit? protection that rhe statute prwide, (at 
least with regard to emergency calls placed by dialing codes other than 9 I I ). Funljermore. unless t l ie 
satellite handset i s  programmed to recognize a l l  international eitirrgeiicy access codes. 3 probability exists 
that a non-U.S. citizen using a handset in the United States may dial h i s  or her native emergency code and 
w i l l  be unable to reach a call center or PSAP because the panicular code is not known. We seek 
comment concerning whether the capability of satellite systems to recognize a niii't;tude of  emergency 
dial codes violates provisions o f  the 91 1 Act. In  this regard. we ask whether, i f  rohware in a handset 
converts any internationally recognized emergency access code into "9 I I" at th.- moment the cal l  i s  
initiated, the carrier would preserve its l iabil ity protection under the 91 I Act bccause the phone would be 
dialing 91 I regardless o f  the user's number selection. We seek comment concerning possible methods o f  
protecting satellite carriers from liabil ity in the event that 3 non-91 I code is d i l led  in an emergency. and 
h o u  we could implement them. 

,<, ,  
1111' 91 I .Act rcqiiiicz 

1:- 

54. In the Suiellire Y l I  Prrhlic IVOIIW t l ie  lnternatioiial Hureau asked a iiumber ofquestions 
concerning the specific effects. i f  an?. that  adoption o f  E9 I I r i i l rs nould have on tlie international 
compatibility o f  terminal equipment. We herehy incorporate by reference that section o f  the Su/e//ire 91 I 
Public iVorice for the purpose of collecting ne\\' information."x 

( iv) In tegrat ion of A n c i l l a p  Terrestr ia l  Component 

55. Discussion. The Commission initiated IB Dockt  No. 01- 185 to corisider rrllether to allow 
flexibility in the delivery o f  MSS communications in the 2 Gliz. L-band. and B ig  LEO bands. The 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in that  dochet I3r;el) elplores issues concernling I4SS licensees' 
inlegation o f  an ancillary terrestrial component ("ATC.') wi th their networks uhing assigned MSS 
frequencies. We do not intend to pre-judse liere an? o f  the myriad issues involved \rith provision of 
ATC. WE recognize that the issues raised in the ATC proceedin: could liave an tffect on satellite 

,'I F?h 22 EY Purle hietno at 1. 

Feh 22 Er Pnrre ,iIetii,i a1 5. 

91 I Acl  a1 Section 4.  

Sureiiirc Y / I P i r h i ~  ;Vorrce ai 7 

, ',, 

i i n  
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carriers' ability to implement both basic 2nd enlianced 91 I ( e g . .  MSS carriers n i t h  ATC would likely 
have access ro ground-based interconnection points in a manner similar to that o f  cellular and PCS 
licensees. critical to routing 91 I calls to the nearest PSAP). We seek comment on whether 
implementation o f  ATC Nould affect the Commission's analysis o f  MSS under i ts  proposed general 
criteria for compliance with basic and enhanced 91 1 requirements. For example. Ne seek comment 
concerning consumer expectations for e m e r y c y  services associated with a satellite service having a 
terrestrial component. We seek comment on how the network architecture of an MSS system with an 
ancillary terrestrial component ma> ch'ange the analksis o f  MSS deplo)nient o f  E91 I services consistent 
with our rules. We seeh comment generall) concerning hot\ any form o i  ATC n m l d  affect 
implemen~ation o f  E91 I for  MSS. including rechnolosy conslderatioiis and roll-out schedules. 

(v) Other Issues 

56. Backcround and Discuss&. The Soicllilc YI I Piihlrc .Yo/rw iouplit ~OI~IIIIL'III on se\eraI 
addiiional issues. and \ \ e  iahe t h i s  opponuil i~! t o  seck 3dditioi131 commt'ni O:I ilic.ii. For c\aniple. 
Globalstar inoted that nhi le  i t  rouies "91 I cal ls  iron1 311 users ~ a t i h x i r e d  or ~iii;itiiIiorized" to lis ca l l  
center. i t  cannot route calls from non-initialized phones since they lach .-a11 idei i~i l iable ititernntioiial 
mobile subscriber identity.""'" We in\  i t t l  comment concerning Lbliether other cari.iers ha\e or nou ld  have 
similar capabilities and limitations. and whether we should consider treating Fatellite and terrestrial 
wireless carriers differently as a result.i61 We also remaill interested in consu-iier expectations concerning 
the emergency call features o f  satellite phones.'" We invite comment concernin? measures that carriers 
may take. such as labeling. to communicate these features to subscribers.16" We also invite coniment 
concerningany other issues that interested parties f ind relevant to implementatio? o f  91 I services for 
mobile satellite services 

, i<i 

2. Telematics Service 

57. Summary. Currently, there are approximately t\\o and a half mi l i io i i  vchicles wi th telematics 
systems on the Nation's highways.I6' Trade p r e s  repons predict that by 2006. rhete will he over 20 
mil l ion telematics-enabled cars and light trucks in the United States. 
percent of a l l  vehicles sold w i l l  have telematici s!stems. 
telematics equipment and the expectation (or Tiittire groibth. \\e seeh comment geiierall) on the 

165 and by ?008. approximately 42 
Ibh 

111 vie\\  o f  [lie current illstalled base o f  

See Surd/ire 91 / Prib/rc ,Norice at 6-7 

Globalstar Sorellire Y /  / Public Norire comments at  I 3  

See, e E. .  Revision ofthe Commission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced Y I I Emer&!ency Calling 
Systems; Non-initialized Phones. CC Docher No. 94- IO?. Report midOrdc,r. 17 FCC Rcd 8481 (2002); Order, DA 
02.242; (rei. Sepi. 30.2002) (grmting a stay of !he effective dale ofrules adopied in t l le R(;vorr anilOrder). 

"" See Soiellrir 9 /  / Piih/ic Norice at 7 

i'? 

I no 

Ihl 

The Coasr Guard, for example, suppons a labeling requirement for equipmen; tha. cnnnot be used for emergency I,;, 

purposes. USCG GMPCSNPRMcommenrs a1 I I 

(JUI! 15, 2002). hrip://w~vu..rrlemaucsupdate.cotn. visited Nov. j, 2002. €1 Parte Presentation of ATX 
See P. Hansen, "Special Repon on Telematlcs Conient and Services." as reponed in Telematics Update Magazine ib-l 

Technolo$les. Inc. (ATX). WT Docket No. 01-108 (July 9. 2002). at p. 4 (enclosure o f  ATX Commenis in ET 
Dockei No. 02-135. submitied io Commission staff  in response to Public Notice ofihe Spcctrum Task Force) 

See P. Ixroux. "Creativity. Reliabilit) io Dr iw  Teleniarics." ZDNei (Aug 10. 2302) b A d n e i . c o m  c o m / ? m  101 

l007.9iUSY htni. visited S~pr .  26. 1002. 

J .  Wrolstad, "IBM Teams with Honda on Trlematics:' Wireless NewsFactor (July 29. 2002) I N  

h r i p  \vire!ess newifacror.com~~erl..prlnlrr I R79. visited Sepi. 26. 2002 (attributing forecast io Phil Magney of 
Telematics Research Group). 

http://bAdnei.com
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Commission's current regulatory approach to such sen ices and possible future approaches.'". 

5 8 .  Background. Teletnatics can be penerallj, defined as the t n t e p r e d  use of location 
technology and wireless communications to enhance the functionalify o f  motor vehicles.ib' Telematics 
services provide a number of automotive and mobile applications including safet). and concierge services 
through integrated vehicle communications and navigation systems that employ Global Positioning 
System (GPS)  technology to provide directions. to track a vehicle's location. and to obtain emergency 
assistance in the event of an accident.'"" Telematics systems inay include automatic crash notification 
( A C N )  sqsteins that havr the capabiliry Io autoinnticall> call 311 e i n e r y i c y  servicts di>pati.hc.r lor  help i i i  
the event of a car accident.i"' 

59. In  offerins these services. telematics providers rel! on the service of mobile wireless 
providers b!~ contracting with thein for minutes of inobile telcphony use. The panicular services pro\ ided 
ma! bar?. dependin? oii the pnckagt or IeLe l  o f  sen icc t l iat  the car ont ier purchases. and may n l s ~  
iiiclude Lijice CLIRS tliat IS resold a i  ai1 addirional or prcmiii i i i  herv ice optioii t u  tl ic c t i ~ t m i c r .  
inajorit? ~ l ' t e l r i n a t i c s  scrvices. iiicltidiii: the resold \oice service. currri if l? rei! oii ;iii;ilog c r l l u l n r  
s>'stems deployinp the Advanced Mobi le Phone Service ( A M P S )  conipatibi l in st2ndard. Some diritnl 
systems are being either deployed or -levelopt.d.'-' 

1 - 1  ;\ 

60. Telematics providers may offer their services usinp original equipment inanufacturer (OEM) 
equipment embedded in new vehicles. Auto manufacturers may contracl wi th various equipment or  
platform vendors in offering telematics services to purchasers. and aftermarket equiomeilt or accessories 
are becoming available."3 

We noie at the outset that OnStar Corporation (OnStar) recently tiled a petition for a ruliag that in-vehicle, 18- 

embedded telematics devices operating on wireless carrier networks utilizin: handset-hased 9 I I Phase II Solutions 
are not "handsets" as that term is used in current Commission rules adopted in CC Docker No. 94-102. See .5 Parre 
Submission, In the Maner ofRevision ofthe Commission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 91 I 
Cmer:ency Calling Sysrems, CC Docket No. 94.102. from K.  Enborg, Vice President and General Counsel. OnStar. 
to T. Sugrue, Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. Federal Communications Comii~.ission (Dec 3. 2002) 
(also petitioning for ruling that those de\,ices are nut included i n  the carrier subscriber base referenced in the orders 
in that proceedin:) Comment wil l be soueht on the spscilic issue raised in this e.rprrr;r petirion iii J separate Public 
Notice in CC Docket No. 91-102. OnSrar is a member ofthe National Emersenc! Number !\ssociation's (NENA) 
Nan-Traditional Technical Cornminee and that conitnitfee-s Automatic Crash Notification (ACN 1 subcomminee. 

In rhe Maner o f  Year 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review - Amendmenl of Pan 11 ofthe Commission's Rules to 
Modify or Eliminate Ourdared Rules Affecting the Cellular Radiotelephone Service and orher Commercial Mobile 
Radio Services. WT Docket No, 01-108, Reporr o ~ i d  Or.der. FCC 02-229 (rel. Sept. 24, 2002) (Bicniiral Rcwew 
Reporr andorder). at para. 18, n.56.  

I68 

Se,,enlli Wrr~,iex.~ C-omperirion R~porr .  at I206 1-62 See,  oiso. Bi~i~i i ru i  R n i r n  Repon atid Ori icr.  at para. I 8  109 

I1 56 .  

I :n See Biemiul R e r i c ~  Reporr ond Ordcv. at para. 18. n.56. 

'" .Tee. e R . OnSrar. M/hu/ I5 O n S m  Semces. UWN .Onsi3r.coni,'visiiors. htlllliao featares htm. visited Sept 
I ;, 2002. 
1-1 E g  , the Ford Vehicle Communications S!stems (VCS) requires a service contract with Sprint PCS. Daimler- 
Chr!sler i s  dsvelopinp a telemalics offerin: that is bawd on N L A N  technology that does not require reliance on the 
public switched telephone network (PSTN). 

Virrual Wave. Airbiqurty Offer Wireless Locolion-Basrd Servtces."CTlA Dailv Nnrs (Sear 19 2002) 
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6 I. Provisioir ojErnergeircv Seri.iwc rlrroiqli Telriiiuricr, Srr\.ice.s. Telematics s e n  i ce  providers 
generally process emergency calls from vehicle occupants in two nays. First. c~istomers can make 
emergencq calls by pressing a "hot button" installed in the Lehicle or in the handset associated with the 
vehicle's telematics unit."' Pressine the '.hot button" i s  not the same as dialing 91 I to make an 
emergency call. A telematics-based emereency communication. or "hot bunon" call. i s  routed over the 
network of the underlying carrier to a national call center operated by the telernatics senice provider. I f  
available. location data from a satellite-based CPS capabilit) integrated with the telematics equipment in 
the vehicle can  be transferred to the call center. \\here the callrr 's location can be computed. 

62.  In the event the telematics-based emergency communicatioil is  disconnected. the call cenler 
representative can call back the vehicle to get more infornlation about the emergency. The c a l l  center 
advisor also can orally relay pertinent emergency information. including location and call-back number. 
to a PSAP or other appropriate local emergeiic! ; i u t h o r i t ~ .  such as a sheri f fs office. Furtller. the ca l l  
center also has the capability to c o i i t x t  aiid rcqtie,t the dispatch of eincrp?iicy assirtancr linin various 
emergeiic? a ti tliorit ies. I 'I 

63. For those telematics customers \she also ubscribe to a jointl! pack; ged tnobile \nice service. 
the customer can choose to dial 91 I, r i ther than using the telematics-based emxgency cominunication 
option. The 91 I call then is routed over the networh of the underlying wireless carrier and i s  delivered 
directly to a PSAP or other appropriate local emergency authority. consistent \bit11 current requirements o f  
Commission rules.176 The telematics system \\ill no1 block transniissiun o f  the call-back number 
information. However, location information on direct-dialed 9 I I calls i s  only available if the underlying 
wireless carrier employs a network-based A L I  system. because the GPS trackin2 .Jsed by telematics is  a 
satellite-based transmission that requires coordinated processing o f  data between the installed unit. the 
GPS satellites, and the telematics call center. 

64. Discussion. We begin our inquiv by asking \\hat. i f  anything. s h s ~ ~ l d  he required o f  
telematics services in light of their "hot button" and resold CMRS service capatilities. We then ask what 
expectations customers have with regard to emergency s e w i c e s  offered through teleniatics systems. We 
also ask about current technical issues related to the provision o f  emergency sei \.ices through telematics 
services. Commenters are also asked to address iiiatters associated with Automatic Crash Notitication 
(ACN).  Finally. we seek comment on the Coininibsion's legal authority to address telematics providers 
and equipment manufacturers. 

65. .4pproprio!e Modeljor Access ro Errrergciic?, Sorvice.r riu Telemaric.! SWenr.$ nrld C'usronrer 
Erpecrarions. In addition to 91 1 calls placed through a joint ly packaged mobile voice service. telematics 
services currently provide access to PSAPs through ai l  intermediary: the telema!ics call-center advisor. 
The Commission's rules currently contemplate situations in which CMRS customers receive service 
through an intermediary. specifically. a dispatcher. 

I 'T 
111 light o f  the specific nntiire oftelrnlarics services 

Older ielematics unlts place the "hot button" feature in  the wireless handset. In newer. built-in units. the "hot 
bunon" 18 usually placed in the dashboard or overhead near ihe r e x  vie\ \  mirror in the ieh ic le .  The "hot button" 
typically displays a symbol ( e  g., "Red-Cross" shaped charmer )  or lerters ( e  E .  5 O S ' )  that signify that the butron 

http:l/www. lincolnvehicles.comivehicles/inrerior asp?sVehi=LS. 

OnStar. H'hhaf 1.i OiIS!ur Services (visited Sept 13. 2002) 
4!np.,', w w v  onstar.com:visirorsfhtml ao t e a i u r G h > .  

' " 'Sw47C.F .R  $ 2 0  18(b);17C.F.R 5.C64 ;001.64;002. 

47 C.F.R 3 20. IX(k)  (stating that "a service prouder covered by [Section 10.181 who offers dispatch service to 
cuslomcrs may meet the requirements of'this section by either complyin: with the requirements set ionh in 
paragraphs (b) through (e) ofthis section or by rouiinf ihe cu5lomer.s emergency cal ls  rhruuzh a dispatcher. If the 

I:, 

is to be pressed in case ofernergency. See h m p ~ ' n w  .on,iar.cont,visiiorslhrinllao emergencv.hlni: 

I,> 

(continued ....) 
16 
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and the expectations o f  i t s  purchasers. should sonic form o t t l i i s  model (;.e,. emergency service through an 
intermedia? accessible throuFh a telematics -.hot bunon") be tlie primac manner in \bhich emergency 
services are offered to users o f  telematics systems? 

66. We note that this approach may well  provide certain benefits to PSAPs by taking advantage 
of the ability of such call centers to acl as an information filter to address a variety of circuinstances and 
information needs. For instance. K i th  tlie capabilib o f ca l l  center representative: to call hack the vehicle. 
c a l l  ccnters may sene  as a screen for non-emergetic? calls. h i 1 5  allebiating the burdens that PSAPs face 
in adininisrratively handlin? their increasing \\ireless eiiicrgenc! cal l  \olume. This call-back capability 
dm allo\vs call centers to screen for the particular r!pe ofeiiier:ency faced or type o f  assistaiice ineeded. 
Thus. the! can aid in determining the appropriate response and emergency services provider to be 
deployed, based on the circumstances of each incident. 

i 'n 

67. In addition to acting 3s i l i l ter for iioii-mier:ciic! ca l ls .  telematics services also have the 
poreiitial to offer additional i i i tormxion to PS,\l's t ha t  \ \ o d d  not hc n\ailahle througt. ;I 't!piual-. '21 I 
c d l .  For eump le .  there are programs ciirrcntl! b c i n ~  tested on ;I regional or local b;sis that entai l  a relay 
o f thr  intormation electronically from the teleiiiaric> units to a PSAP and/or emergenc! s e n  ice 
providers. These programs depend the capabilily o f  some c a l l  centers to plss the geographic 
location information to another message processing unit operated by some emergency authorit). or 
provider."" We seek comment on plans for tlir integration o f the  systems of  PSAPs and teleinatics 
providers. We seek comment on these and other possible advantages telematics Droviders may provide to 
PSAPs. 

I-? 

68. Certain issues do arise. howe\er. using the dispatch inodel for emrrgency service access. For 
instance, call centers would decide to which PSAP. local emergency authority, or  emergency service 
provider they route the emergency information. We seek comment on how we might address issues 
arising from this role. particularly wi th regard IO re la l ing or routinp information, including callback and 
location information. We also seek comment on the relationships between teleniatics providers, their cal l  
centers, PSAPs. emergency service providers. and state and local law enforcemen; agencies. 

69. Another issue would be the timeliiiess ofthe deliver! o f  calls IO a PSAP or other appropriate 

( .continued from previous page) 
service provider choosrs the latter alternative. i i  mu>! ina l r  r\r'r) reasonable effort to cs?licitl? notily i t s  current 
and potential dispatch customers and their users that they are not able to directly reach a PSAP by dialin, ( 8  91 I and 
(ha[, in the event of an emereency. the dispatcher should be contacted ") Paragraph (b) covers basic 91 1 Service 
requirements; paragaph (c). TTY access to 91 I hervices. paragraph (d)  Phase I E91 I requirements; and paragraph 
(e). Phase I I  E91 I requirements See47 C.F.R S ?O.IE(b)-(e). 

See CTIA's 1994 Wireless 9-1-1 and Distress Calls Statistics: N E N A  Staiistics for Vcar Endin: Dec. ;I. 1999. I n  

Report Card to the Nation (Sept. I I, 2001 1. 
I iv For example. an Integrated ITS (Intrlligent Transpondion Systein) Public Safety Sy:!em i s  currently bein: 
deployed in Virginia's Shenandoah Valley that autoinales and coordinates the interactive responses of technology 
providers, public safe!) and medical professionals. emrrgenc! service personnel. and trnnsponation experts to 
vehicle accidenis. This 5ysiem uses an ..Intelligent Mcssafe Broker" (IMB) thar inteSrates Seosraphic informarion 
and routes data based on operational rule, to which participating a y m e s  have agreed in advance. SW John Erich, 
EMS Mafarme. In/orniurion l iwgruiion I ' irginiu C'ru>h Rcspiinsi. .~i..irewi. (visited Sept. 6, 2002) 
htrr, : '~ww~~.coincars.orr.research neH,c_omcare intlienews 0:!0607en~inianazine.htrn (Virginia IlTS Public Safety 
S y s t e m ) . 
I xi, See. e g.. Virgiiiia l lTS Puhlic Safety S!srem. Inr,-odu. F o r J ~ d r I i c  Grcoier Hurris Cm,q, Te~rus. Y - l - /  

e ~ i '  ,2biiwrk .luin Force,. Telemaiics Update Magazine. Sept. 9. 2002 (visited Sepr 9, 2002. 
~wwtelematicesupdare com!print.aspl'news-; 1619 (concemlnc Harris County, Texas ACN/telemaiics 

program for police vehicles) 
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local emergencb authorirq. The delncr! o f  the call-bach number to a PSAP ma! be affected. because 
even though the call-back number is  displa)ed on the call center's terminal screen for oral rela). 11131 

number may iiot be delivered directl! to a PSAP. Achieving such capabil in may not be technicall! 
feasible in terms ofmodif i ing the system.; that telematics providers are currently deplobin:. \ h e  
therefore seek comment on these aspects regardins the t imely provision o f  emergency senices to 
telematics users. 

70. Another issue of concern i s  notice to coiiwiiiers repnrdiiis rht. i i iminrr iii \ i I i i c I i  "hot button.' 
Section X I S ( L )  o l  the Conimission-s rules currentl! require ilix ifeiiirr;eiic> ca l l s  ca l ls  are processed 

are routed through a dispatcher. then the s)sletn inust "make ever) reasoiiable rt lon to t.\plicttly notit! 
i t s  . . . customers . . . that they are not able to directly reach a PSAP . . . .'"'I Coininenters slioiild address 
what may be reasonable notification in the contest o f a  telematics "hot button" call. compared to a 9 I I 
dialed call. 111 that repard, we inbite comment oil \\hat approaches \ \ o d d  bc incst uselu l  tor teletnatics 
pro\ iders 10 notice to their custxtiers throush equipinent Idhels. i i i i tructioii i i i 3 n t i a l ~ .  etc. ol'aii! 
current limitations oI ' te Iemat ics sei\ iic' i i i  dircctl! triitiwiittiii; eincrgciic! i i i turi i i3tioii to J PSAI'.''' 

71. In light of the abovr observations and qiiestioiis. n e  seeh mi i i i i ie t i t  on hou \\e ini;ht nmend 
Section 10. I X(k) to account for telem-tics s!stems. 

72. W e  also seek comment on iinplementatioii issues that iiiay appl! tu the kro\ is io i i  of 
emergency services information through telematics services. For e\aniple. some teiematics providers are, 
or w i l l  soot1 be. planning and deploying a transition from an underl) itig analog-based syrem to a digital 
one. 
potential requirements or guidelines. We also seek comment on whether the pacr of deployment among 
PSAPs in requesting E91 I Phase I and Phase II capability from \\ireless carrier? vi.,iild have any effect on 
approaches we might take were we to impose those requirements on telematics providers. Further, we 
invite comment on how life cycle development factors for both vehicles and the relernatics systems to be 
installed may affect any implementation time frames to be considered. Commexers should address 
whether general t ime frames proposed above should apply or nliether we would need to modi fy  them 
siyificantly to account for the lead-in times duc  to l ife c!clc de\elopment.ix' 

18; We seek comment on the impact that this transition misht have on the iniplemrntation of any 

7 3 .  Finall). we seek comment on \\hat. il'aii!. rinrr:ciic! service can be requestcd froin a non- 
service initialized telematics device. For beli iclc. o\\i icrh \ \ho Ii:i\e let  their telefiiatics subscriptioils lapse 
or who are driving vehicles with telematics units tlint have not berii activated b) the autotilobile dealer. 
\\ill emergency assistance be available over a "hot button" or through the resold CMRS voice service? 

' " I  47  C.F.R. @ 20.18(k) 

For example. we seek comment on tbhether there should be labels to indicate ihat dialing 91 I wi l l  connect the 
caller io a PSAP or other local emergenc! auhorit! rather than the t&i i ia i ics  provider.8 call center or advisor. 

IS :  See gcnuaiij., Blenniul Review, Reporr und Ordt,r, at  paras. 18-20 (discussin: the elimin ition of the analog 
cellular compatibility standard in rezard to ielernatics providers and conchdin: that a five year lransition period of 
the requirement i s  sufficient for telematics providers to be able to deplo! their service offering5 on carriers' digital 
nerworks). 
IS4  For example. ihe development l i fe c)cle for automobiles may be 5-7 years. bur for telrmatics systems that are 
integrated, the life cycle plannins involved may be ; years before the model 1s launched. Such systems may also be 
affected by consideralions ofpolenrial technologcal obsolescence .Fc. ' , q .  S. Bhagavatula. "The Bigzer Picture ~ 

Hoib Imponant I s  Telemarics for Mov ing  thc Auio Induslr) a) il Wholc." Telematics Sysrems 2002. Gothenburg 
Sireden. Telemoricslipdate M q a r i n e .  nuu icleniaiics~ipdats coin .k u/ .w B I L W U ~  Rn,ict>' R c p n  u,lO Ordr,,-. at 
paras. 18-20 (addressing sigificant impacts. L' f i  . development cycles of  vehicles. hardwnre and technolo,,y 
prosrams. which would be miti:ated by reasonable transition period of five years for elimination of Commission 
requirement lor analo: compatibilit) standard). 

78 
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74. Au/ornatic Crash iVoIificurim ( A C t ] .  ACN functionality allows for the transmission o f  crash 
information ( i  e . .  whether the vehicle rolled over. the measured deceleration of the vehicle at  the time of 
the crash, the principal direction of  force) to the telematics provider. and possibly tu emergency 
responders. We seek comment on what. ifan),. role the Commission should pla? regarding de l i vev  of 
A C N  dara from telematics providers. We note that requirine delivery o f  ACN to PSAPs may pose 
significant problems oftechnical feasibility and implementation not only with regard to the current srare 
o f  ACN. but also with reeard to the current cnpabilih o f  man!, PSAPs that are not yet ecen read!, to 
handle and process Phase I and Phase I I  data. We seek conlinelit on these technical ditficulries. 

7 5 .  In addition. with the latest ACN technoloyies ?et to occur. we realize th?r direct deliver\. 01'  
e r n e r p c y  location and other information ma> be achieved on14 after affected parties agree i t  i s  
technically and operationally feasible. The prospect of Advanced Automatic Crr;h Notif ication (AACN)  
in  the near term also may pose additional issues that \ \e  nred to consider."' \Ve jeeh coninlent 011 all 
aspects o f  potentiallj eytenditig our 291 I rule5 i o  iiiclude required deli\er> oTACN data b! telematics 
pro\ iderc 10 PSAPI. 

7 6 .  Leyul Ar,rhoriry We ask cominenrers to address t l ie  legal authorit! o l t h e  Commission to 
place basic and enhanced 91 I requirerients. or similar requirements. on telematics senice providers. both 
for telematics-based emergency communication services and resold niobile \'oice service. We also invite 
comment on the Commission's authority to impose requirements needed to de:iver enhanced 9 I I service 
on equipment manufacturers. 

77. We seek comment on tlie particular application o f  the statutory authoi.iry on telematics 
providers.'" Specifically, the authority the Commission has pursuant to section 101(b) o f  the 
Communications Act o f  1934. as amended (tlie Act).18' estends to commercial mobile services by 
operation ofsection 332 o f the  Act.i88 "Commercial mobile service" i s  defined PS "any mobile service 
(as defined in section (3) that i s  provided for profit and makes interconnected scnice available ( A )  to the 
public or (B) to such class o f  eligible users as to be effectively available to a :tib;tantial portion sf the 

Therefore, at least, insofar as telematics service providers offer a mobile service to the public 
for profit or offer a functionally equivalent service to the public. i t  appears that t k v  are to be treated as a 
commercial mobile service provider. 
i c i t l i  its E91 I We ask conimciiters to address uhethcr n e  should cxteild these 
requirements to telematics services providers and \\liar criteria n e  should adopt to appl! rhein. 

IO0 Currtntl!. the Comniission-s rules requirc /ico~.\ecs to comply 

78. We nest seek comment on \vhether the Y I I  .4c/ can be read to include telematics service 

In the Matter of  Year 2000 Biennial Regulator! K e v i e u  - Amendment of  Part 12 of the Comniission's Rules to , xs 

Modify or Eliminate Outdare Rules Affecting the Cellular Radiotelephone Service and orher Commercial Mobile 
Radio Services. WT Docket N s .  01-108, t r  PuriL, Lerter to bl. Donch. Secretary. Fe?r;al Communications 
Cornmissioii From J .  Cooney e /  a(.. General hlorors S d q  Communications (Aug. I, 2 W ? )  (concerning the planned 
deplo)menr of  AACN. based on AMPS, in selecled OnStar quipped 2004 model vehicles). 

See in/& Resold Cellular and PCS Service, 111 B 4 (pdra. 961 I I6 

47  U.S.C. 5 701(b) (providins thar [he Commission "ma). prescribe such rules and reylations as it deems 

4 7  U.S.C. \E 332 (stating that providers ofcomniercial mobile services are to be treahed as common carriers for 

I s -  

necessar? in carryinf out the provisions of [the Telecommunications] Act."). 
i n n  

p u r p o m  ofsection 201 1 

'"97 U S.C. $ 3;2(d)(l) .  
,vi, Stv fnfra Resold Cellular and PCS Service. 111.8.4 (.para. 96) 

" '  4 7  C.F.R. 3 s  20.18 (b)-(1). 
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providers."'~ In  the Y l l  Ac!. Congress stared that 11s purpose in adopting the Act w'as to encourage and 
facilitate the prompt deployment of a seamless. ubiquitous. and reliable end-to-end infrastructure for 
communications to meet the Nation's public safety and other communications needs.'" Congress found 
that emerging /echwlogies could be a critical component o f  such an end-to-end infrastructure.19' W e  
seek comment on whether the Y I I  ACI prorides a jurisdictional basis for requiring compliance with our 
E9 I I rules or other similar requirements by telematics service providers. 

79. Concerning equipment manufacturers. \re note that the Commission nas previously uscd t l ie 

1'0 the extent that either embedded or aftermarket teleinatics equipment are "customer 
authorir) panted b) Sections I 5  I and I 5 4  o i  h c t  112 rey la te  telecommunications equipnir.nr 
inanutacturers. 
premises equipment," the Commission has jurisdiction to regulate such --instrumentalities" based on 
sections I j I and 151.1q6 We seek comment on ourjurisdictional basis for requiring manufacturers o f  
such equipment to comply with our E9 I I rules. b! requiring them. for example. to ensure that their 
eqtiipnicnl i s  capable of delivering c31I-bacL atid Ioc3tion inforniation to rlte appropriate PS.AP."'7 

I O !  

SO. In additios. >,\e sceh cot i i i i iml  oil \\hat ltinitatioiis rnisht e \ i s t  oi t  the Commission's ;iulliorit!, 
I O  impose requirements ( I )  011 telematics scrvice probiders tor the purpose 0 1  ensuriiif t l i a  their 
subscribers can have either 9 I I-diale-1 call, or telematics-based emergency communications delivered to 
t l ie  appropriate local emergency authority. and ( 2 )  for ensurin_r compliance \ \ ith the requirements o f  the 
Commission's E91 I Phase I and Phase II Rules. 

3. Mul t i - L ine  Telephone Systems 

81. Summaw. Below, we seek comment on \rhether we should require multi- l ine slstems, 
including wireline, wireless and Internet Protocol-based systems. to deliver call-back and location 
information, In  this regard, we seek comment on the appropriate role for the Commission in this matter. 
We then seek comment on various proposals that have been hrought to our anemion by interested parties. 

82. Background. A key feature o f  multi-l ine systems i s  that they allow multi-l ine businesses and 
multi-tenant building managsrs to align their esrernal telecommunications traffic needs with demand from 
their internal users. Hhich eliminates the need lor an external line for each telephone \r i thin their 
operation. As such. while each telephone u irhin t l ie  organization has a unique telephone number that the 
multi-l ine systems recognizes for directing internal traffic and inbound e\ternal calh. outbound external 
calls ma? not have a unique telephone number biitcc the! would be carried over ' i iw capnblc o f  being 
used by any telephone set within the multi-l ine bystems. O\er time these sq\tems ha\e  developed to 
include wireless systems and IP-based private ner\rorLs. 

1'16 

83, The Commission initi3lly sought comment on whether to require mul'i-line systems to 

'"I Y l l  .&I. Pub. L. No. 106-81. I I3 Stat. 1286 

''.' 37 U.S.C. 4 61 j note (emphasis added). 

See id 

47 U.S C l j l ( n ) .  4 7  U S.C. 154 ( i ) .  See ' 3 .  47 C.F.K. Pan 68 

Sei. infiu Multi-Line Telephone Systems. 1ll.B.; (para. 91) 

We also note tha[ Sectlon 2 5 5  requires that cuslotner prelnlses equipment be occesslblc I nd  usabls by individuals 
with disabllliies. Ifreddl14 achievable. Sw 57 U.S.C. $ ? j j ( b )  

Calls mad? from outslde the multi-hne systems I O  persons in the mulu-line systems are made to the unique 
number assigned to that person In the multi-line systems and are directed accordingly. 

, u t  

195 

IYh 

14- 

1,)X 
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,')I, comply with our Pan 68 rules in 199-1. 
range o f  issues, including: 

In the 19Y-I ;\oricc. the Commission srught comineiit on a 

the multi-l ine systems technical standards needed to ensure compatibiliry with the 
E91 I network; 
the extent to which each telephone station should be capable o f  bein: identified: 
whether attendant notification caphi l i t !  should be required ofeach niulti-line 
system: 
\+hether verification procedures are needed to ensure the proper f t inc t ion i i i~  ot'a 
multi-line sqstems ouner 's  E91 I capability: 
whether current database tiianagrinrnt arranzements concerning the accuracy and 
timely transmission o f  ALI are adequate; 
whether standards are iiccded for infor inxion transmitted to be displabed on n 
PSAP attend?n!'s screen: 
\\hether standards are i ieedcd re~ard i i i f  direct inulti-l ine ,!.tcms accec'r to the ALI 
darnbase. 
bbl in t  services should i i i cumh~nt  LECs pro\ idc I O  eilsurc iiiiilti-lint' \!steins 
connection ..vith the E91 I i i r tnorh: 
privacy and liabil ity issues: and 

( I O )  issues regarding acccss for people \bit11 disabilities 

83. As the Commission discussed in the 199-1 Xoricu. some state atid local governrneiits have 
passed regulations and ordinances that require multi-line systems equipment ti' be compatible with the 
91 1 systems deployed in the given state or Iocaliy.'OO Based on an informal staff survey o f  state 
regulations, i t  appears that seven states or similar jurisdictions ha\e  regulations requiring the delivery o f  
call back and location information by multi- l ine systems.'"' Eleven states have passed legislation that 
provides municipalities with authority to adopt specific E91 I requirements.'0' We note. however. that a 
large number o f  states apparently have yet to adopt E91 I regulations for multi-l i i ie systems. 

8 5 ,  Organizations such as National Emergency Number Association (,VENA) have provided 
critical support to assist manufacturers. states. a i d  relecommunications providers develop "best practices" 
and technical standards to assist in developing E91 I-capable iniulti-line systems."l Fuflherlnorc, 
maiiufacturers such as Proctor. Teltronics. and Truecomm have developed equiplncnt that i s  capable o f  
providing some form o f  call-back or location information t l i r o u ~ l i  either new PBXs or add-ons to retrofit 
existing PBXs."' These private associations and entities have fostered the development o f  a market for 
multi- l ine systems that provide critical E91 I callback and location informatio? in the absence o f  a federal 

Revision ofthe Commission's Rules to Ensure Cornpatihilit! with Enhanced 91 I Emerfency Callins Systems, 
,?.'orice o/ProposedKti /~.mukin~.  9 FCC Rcd 61 70 (19941 ( l9Y4 ,?.'(IIIW). More specificall>, ~n !hat ,\blii.c the 
Commission only considered PBX systems. We seek conimenl on rhs broader category of niulti-line sysrems in this 
proceeding io address there similarly-situated services. 

1"9 

1994 Norrce. 9 FCC Rcd. at 6 177 para I I 

"' The following states have adopted legislarioii that requires some form o f  callback Jnd location information 
requiremenls for multi-line telephone systems' Colorado. Il l inois. Kentucky. Mississippi, Texas, Vermont. and 
Washington. Our count ofthe number o f  states wi th  re;ulations includes the District rJfColurnbia and Pueno Rico. 

These states are. Alabama. Alaska. Idaho. Kansas. Maine. klississippi. Missouri, Wirvada. New Hampshire, New 
Jersz). and Washington. 

""See <hnp:"www.nena or:> (visired Ocr. 2. 2002) 

~~:littp:iwwu.truecom.com> (visited Oct. 2 ,  2002). 

q 1  - , I .  

102 See <hnp.'lu'u\*.proctronic.com> (visired Oct. 7. 2002): <hnp. \ v w n  teltronic.conl' (bisired Oct. 1. 2002); 



Federal Communicat ions Commission FCC 02-326 

directive. 

86. Discussion. We reiterate here our pre\ ious conclusion that the delivery o f  accurate location 
information and callback numbers i s  v i ta l  for a local rmergeiicy response service to be effective and is 
clearly in the public interest. We are aware rhar public safety representatives have concerns that callback 
and individual station location information i s  not automatic all^ available today when 91 I ca l l s  are made 
from behind multi- l ine systems and from individual stations in IP-based private let \ rorh.  In t l ie absence 
o f  requirements from either federal. stale. or local governnients. however. some entities ma) opi not to 
Jeplo) the tipdales to their multi-l ine sq,tems necessan. to pro\ ide tlir proinpr d e l i v e y  oraccurate 
callback and location information. There also may wel l  be techi i ical issues involked in  providine such 
inlhrmation from IP-based private nerworks. We are seehitif cominenr both specificall! and generall) on 
whether the Commission should be takin: action on these issiies. 

87. We first seek coiiinienr a t  \ ~ l i t ' t l i e r  aclioiis h> stat '  3iid local Swcrnments. asiociations. aiid 
pri\are r i i r i l i e s  l i a i e  adequatcl~ dc\eloped rcsiilarions. hcs! priicricc~. atid device, r l i d  are c~pah l t .  o t  
providing callbach and !mation i t i tor iml iwi  Inr inu l~ i - l ine  s!\tei i is I l 'coi i inicn~crs ' i e l i c \ e  that slate aiid 
local zoberninents and the private sector actions are iiot su fk ic i i r .  n e  ask that the) propose acliotis that 
this Cornmission could take to faci l i tze the deployment o f  multi-l ine systems that are capable o f  
delivering call-back and location information to PS4Ps.  I f  comiiienrers contend that a lack o f  uniformity 
in slate regulations presents a problem thar must be solved by o\erla!ing a federal standard. we seek 
specific comment on how best to clarify such a federal standard.'" As t l ie  Commission has noted in other 
proceedings, because of the local nature of a majority o f  emergency calls. states and localities have an 
imponant role to play in developing policies concerning 91 I calls. 'o6 Individual state and local 
communities may be better able to determine their E91 I needs and tailor their laws to better reflect the 
needs o f  the panicular communities that they affect.'"' We also seek comment on wherher there are any 
workplace safety regulations or regulations of  other agencies. state or federal, th;t should affect our 
consideration o f  access to  emergency services from multi-l ine systems. Commenters can also address the 
Model Legislation proposed by NENA: as well as a consensus proposal put forward by the "291 I 
Consensus Group.'.''' 

88. NEMA Model Leeislu~iofr: NEN.4 has proposed niodel legislation that would allow states, 
through state legislation. to adopt many o f  tlir standards and protocol associated \ b i t l i  delivering E91 I 
services through multi- l ine s)stems.'O" Their proposal recoy i res  that states should estahlish their own 
E91 I standards to accommodate t l ie introduction o f  n u n  rechnolo;ies.'iu NENh's model legislation 
would have the Commission modify ponions 0 1  i t s  Pan 68 rules to codify cena in  changes and encourage 

~ ' " 5  S~~~ey .GECommen tsa l  13-13 

l'' Pollcres und Rules Concprning Operulor Srn.ice ProL.idc,r,$. CC Docker No. 90-3 I;. Zepon and Order. 6 FCC 
Rcd. 2744 para. 69(1991)(TOCSM) 

IU7 We nore that  in the TOCSI-I proceedinp rhe Commission ullimately a d o p r d  a minimum federal standard that i r  
liiniied by explicitly sraiine rhar the siandard was nor inrendsd to prwmpr an! slate rrqiiiremenrs. TOCSIA . 6 FCC 
Rcd. at 2744 para. 69. 
!OX The E91 I Consensus Group consisr o f  representaiivei from National Emergency Number Association (NENA), 
Asociar ion o f  Public-Safer? Communicalions Officials ~ International. Inc. (APCO). National Association of State 
9.1-1 Administrators. Ad HOC Telecommunicarlons Users Commitlee. and MulriMedie l'elecommunicarions 
Associarion. 

See Vt.L:-l Tdinicui I i ~ o r i n u ~ i m  Uocimieni un .Iludei Leg.Pih1iun E,dluiiced Y- 1-1 ,\!!ii/:-l1ne Telephone 

See id. 21 8 6 

I"', 

S i s ~ e v i ~  available ar <http:!;wwu nena.org> (visirrd Ocr. 2. 2002) (,\€,\.4 ,Lb,del t 9 i l  Legislur,oil). 
:I" 

http:!;wwu
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industrq to derelop general]! applicable stmdardi for states to adopt.'" We \relconio coninlent on t l ie 
specific aspects o f  the ,?$€,\'A ,L!odd L ~ ~ g r s l u ~ r ~ ~ r r .  In considering their proposal. ne  encourage 
commenters to discuss the technical and operational ieastbility o f  multi-line systems being able to coinpl! 
\ki th their proposal. We also encourage commenters to address tlie implementation schedule as set out in 
the IVENA Model Legdarion 

89. E911 ('on.retnu.c Group Prono,rrrl: In  Apr i l  1997. the Commission s o u j i t  conimenr on a 
consensus proposal regarding multi-l ine s!stems and d e l i w p  otcall-bach and l oc3 t i o~  infornintioii to an 
appropriate PSAP."' Three commenlers respiitided. onl!~ o i ie  o i n l i i c h  \\as no t  pan otthc E91 1 
Consensus Group." " While the conimenters asreed that t l ie C'omcmiu /'rupo.wl \ \as  a reasoilable 
approach. n e  seek to refresh rhe record of tha t  proceediiig and below outline th: coiltents otthat 
proposal .'I' 

90. The E91 I Consensus C;;oup p i 1  Iiitli n coiiipreht.tiit\c plan 111;tt u ~ i i i l d  rcqiiirr. mil l t i - l ine 
\)sttin, vperators to coiiipl! u i t h  cri laitt  rqutrcnic i l t l  fot~ tltc dcli\cr! ut ;\kI m d  . . \L.I  t o  it11 ~ppropr iatc  
P'SAP. The C O ~ I . W I , \ I ~ S  Prcqm\ol. if adopted \ % o d d  be impleniet~red h! tlir C'otiinitssi~in and would 
preempt inconsistent state and local regulatioits ~ 

line systems. such as business multi-li,ie s!stems. shared rrsidential mitlti-line sjsrems. and  hotels and 
motels and proposes differing requirements for these s!stenis.'" The proposal 3 1 s ~  iddresses issues 
concernins compliance dates. technical capabilities. euemptiotis. na ive rs .  and Jialiii; p-tterns. We 
welcome comment on the specific aspects of the C'on.~crr.~u.~ Propo.wl. not necessar,]! mentioned here. 
e.g.. requirements for assigning a unique ANIIALI for each 40.000 square feet in a bui lding and 
implementation schedules."' 

, I <  The proposal r ccoy i r cs  the diflkreiit uses for t i i i t l t i -  

91. Legal Aurhoricp: We also seeh comment. fenerally. on the Commi%iu:i's authority to require 
compliance with i ts E91 I rules by manufacturers o f  multi-l ine systems. Section 151 ofthe Act grants the 
Commission broad authority to regulate the facilities used in conjunction with pl-?viding interstate 
communications and enumerates specifically tliat such authorip extends to rep la t ion  o f  these facilities 
"for the purpose o f  promoting safety of l i f e  and property throush the use o f  wire and radio 
communications.'.''' Moreover, section 154 states that "the Commission ma? ler form any and a l l  acts. 
make such rules and regulations. and issue si tch orders. not iticot1sistent n i t h  t k i s  Act. as may be 
necessary in the execution o f  i t s  functions."'"' Wc tiotc that the Comtnission I ias previously used the 

' I '  .%e id ai 4 6 .  Illinois has adopted a staruie [hat apprxs IO be triodelcd on the NENA proposal. 50 111. Coinp 
Stat. 4 750.  

"'See Lerrerfioirr James S. Blaszak, Counsel for the Ad Hoc Tclscommunications Urers Group. to William F. 
Caron. Acting Secretary. Federal Communications Commission (Apr. I .  1997) (Con.icn.ytis Pruposul). The 
Consensus Agreement is available on [he Commission.s uebsitr at 
Chnp.1 gullfoss2.fcc.gov~prod'ecrs/comsrch_v!c:l ,. St,<, ul.\o ,SE,S..l Tecirnirul lifiJrrrtu1ron Docritircnr oft ,Alodrl 
Lrgislurion: Enhunrcd 9.1-1 Mulii-line Telephoric. .5i .wi ,my.  avai lable i l l  chttp:! iw\ u.nena.org> (visited Oct 2. 

' I 1  Sec commenIs of Lucent Technologies Inc 

2002)  (,VE.V.4 nlodel E91 I Lrgrslurron) 

Sec commenis of Lucent Technologies Inc. a t  7 

See Consensus Proposal at 1. 5 

See .Fenerulli, Con.venriis Proposul. For e\atnple. some business users have conveded their mulri-line systems IO 

.E.c wpi-u n 2 I2 

" ' J 7 t i . ~ ~  s 131 (a )  

' Iy 17  L. S.C. $ IM(~ ) .  

I l l  

? I S  

l l i l  

IP telcphoti?-enabled systems 
? I -  
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authorit> granted by these sections to regulate ielecomniunications equipment  manufacturer^."^ 
Additionally, to the extent that multi -l ine systems are '.customer premises equipment," the Commission 
has jurisdiction to regulate such "instrumentalities" based on sections l j l  and 154.2" We seeh comment 
oil our Jurisdictional basis for possibly requiring telecommunications equipment manufacturers io comply 
with our E91 I rules (e.g., requiring manufacturers o f  multi-l ine systems to ensure ;hat their equipment is 
capable of delivering call-back and location information to the appropriate PSAP). 

4. Resold Cel lu lar  and PCS Senice 

97. Summan. We next seek conimriit on ail? issues that arise uhen c o i i s ~ i ~ n r r ~  buy scrvice truiii 
carriers and other service providers that resell minutes 01 use on facilities-based wireless carriers' 
iienborks. In particular, we seek comment on \vlietlier ne  should impose our 91 I requirements or similar 
requirements. on resellers. We also seel, cominciit on uhether u e  should impose a niore ?\press 
obligation on either the reseller or tl;e iinderl>ing licciiser to enstire coinpliancc \ \ i t l t  our E91 I rules iii 
IIICSU s~tua i ion j .  

93. Background. Resellers otter \\irelesL \oice service to coiisunier~ by p i ~ r c l i a s i ~ i ~  i l i n i i t i e  at 
1.3 - 

wholesale rates from facilities-basrd pioviders and reselling i t  at rerail prices:.' . l i e  Commission's E9 I I 
rules do not apply directly to resellers, rather the) only directly apply to licensees. Thus. in  a resale 
situation. the underlying facilities-based licensee is obligated to deploy E91 I rapabi l i t ies In the networh 
used by the reseller. As of 2001. the resale sector accounted for approximately five percent o f  a l l  mobile 
telephone subscribers."' 

94. Discussion. We seek comment on whether resellers meet the genera' criteria we set out 
above and therefore should he required to provide access to E91 I ."' We a h  seek comment on possible 
obstacles that resellers face in  ensuring the delivery o f  basic and E91 I services. 

Y5 .  We also seek comment on whether we should impose a more ezpi 25s obligation on either the 
reseller or the underlying licensee to ensure compliance \%it11 our E91 I rules in t'lesc' situatioiis. Currently 
our rules squarely place E91 I compliance 011 the l iceinre. When the Commiss i~~n  had in  place rules 
governing resale o f  CMRS. it refrained from iiiipobing specif ic obligations conceri-ii ig the agreements 

' "Seee,p,  37 C.F.R. pt 68. See also Revision 0 1  the Coiiiniisrion's Rules 10 Ensure Compatibilil! With Enhanced 
91 I Emerpency Callinp Systems. CC Docket No. 94-10?, RM 814;. Sc,i.(uiid Repori and %dk. I 4  FCC Rcd. 10954 
( 1999) (requiring handset manufacturers to incorporate procedures into the handset to rrcognize uhen a 9-1 - I  call is 
made and to override any programming in thc mobile unit that ma) prevent that ca l l  from keing carried by another 
carrier) (codfiedat 47 C.F.R. 6 22.92 I ). 

Section I 5  I states that the Commission is to e terc ise  i t s  authorit) I O  promote "safet;/ of  l i f e  and property through 
the use of wire and radio communications." See 47 U.S.C. 4 J 5 I. Section I53 ( 3 ; )  dcfines "radio contmunicaljon" 
as "rransmission by radio of writing, sipns. 5ignals. pictures and sounds of a l l  kinds, includin; a l l  instrumentalities. 
facilities. apparatus. and services . . .  incidcntal to sucli lrmsmission. .k 47 U.S.C. 5 !?3(3:). Section 153 ( 5 2 )  
defines "wire communication" as "transmission o l  nritinf. s i y s .  signals. pictures and sound5 of a11 kinds by aid of 
uire. cable. or other lihe connection betseen the points of oripin and reception ofsuch transmission. includinz al l  
~ns~rumental i t ies. facilities, appararus. and services . .  incidental to such transmission. See 47 U.S.C. 9 Ij;(52). 
See ai.50. Cunrpriter andCoiiimunicorions /iidiisfn..-I\rociuiion 1' FCC. 693 F.2d 198. Z I; (D C. Cir. 1982). cen. 
denied Lorrisrunu PuhlicService Comnrisrioii I '  FCC. 461 U.S 938 (1983) (hoiding that the Commission had 
ancillary jurisdiction over cusfomrr prcrniso equipment based on I j I and the dcfinition of wire and radio 
cornrnunicatioii). 

I' I 

.,. 

... 
Sce Id. 

Sei,  itp pro para I; Ili 
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between resellers and facilities-based CMRS probiders. Rather. the Commission only required tliat 
similarly situated customers receive similar pricing. terms. and conditions. and that the facilities-based 
CMRS provider not directly or indirectlh restrict resale."' We seek comment on nhether we should 
require the reseller o f  cellular and PCS sen  ice to ensure compliance with our basic and enhanced 91 I 
rules should we decide to extend our rules to these providers. Alternatively. we could require the 
underlbing facilities-based licensee to ensure that its resellers offer basic and E91 I senice compatible 
with i ts  method o f  providing these services. In  discussin: upon whom the obligation should be placed. 
cominrnters are encouraged to discus5 operatioiial issues that niay arise. For example. i t  the obligation i s  
placed on the underlying facililies-based liceiiset'. and that licensee has chosen to meet lis obligation 
through deployin: a handset-based solution. should the reseller's handsets be counted tonards the 
licensee's compliance obligations as detailed in our rules?'" Moreover. commenkrs should discuss hon 
these issues are currently resolved between t l ie  panies For example. does the underl)in: licensee require 
tlie reseller 10 inform i ts  cttstomers that it. the reseller. i s  nl iol ly responsible for providirig E91 I service? 

96. L c y i I  . - l ~ i / / i i ~ r i l , ~  i i i r d  / i i r [ ? / ' , i i ~ ~ i i l ~ i l i ~ i i i  /s.%IIc'.\ Wc n e x t  s t e k   omm met it 011 imr oulllorit!~ to  
requirr cumpliance with ;he E91 I rules b> i b  t rc l rs  rcscllerc. The Conin~tssion ha , j i ~ r i d i c l i o n  over 
interstate telecotninunications and the Drovideri o f  w c l i  s e n  ices:- Specilicall>. x c l i o i i  2Ol(b) provides 
that the Commission "niay prescribe Luch rules and regula~ions as i t  deems necessarq in carrying out the 
provisions o f [ t h e  Communications] Act.'"" Such authorit) extends to commercial mobile senices by 
operation o f  section 332 of the  Act.'" That section states that providers o f  commercial mobile services 
are to be treated as common carriers for purposes o f  section 20 I. and section 332 prohibits the  
Commission from specifying any provision o f  section 201 as inapplicable.'" Further. as the definition o f  
'-private mobile wireless" indicates, even private mobile service providers are to be treated as commercial 
mobile service providers to the extent that the services they offer f i t  within the definition o f  commercial 
mobile s e ~ i c e . ' ' ~  "Commercial mobile service" is defined as "any mobile service (as defined in section 
3) that i s  provided for profit and makes interconnected service available (A)  to the public or (B) to such 
class of  eligible users as to be effectively available to a substantial portion o f  the public..'"' Therefore. to 
the extent that wireless resellers offer their mobile service to the public for profit or offer a f i~i ict ional ly 
equivalent service to the public. they are to be treated. as section 33Z(c)( I) requires. as a common carrier. 
As such. the Commission hasjurisdiction to requirc compliance with our E91 I rulec. We seek comment 
011 this analysis ofour.jurisdictional basis for possibly reqtiirin: wireless resellers oCCMRS 10 comply 
u ith our E91 I rules. We also note that currei i l l? our rules clearly state that lrce,!\ce.> ar r  required to 
comply with our E91 I requirements.'" Should llic Comniissioii extend these requirenients to resellers as 
\cell? 

.,- 

97. Lastly. we seeh comment on developing appropriate time frames for compliance should we 

~ . <  
~-~ &E Interconnection and Resale Obligations Penaining to Commercial Mobile Radio Services. Fir\[ Reporr und 
Order.  CC DockeiNd 94-54. I I FCC Rcd 18455. 58.59 paras. 12-11. 

" ' 4 7  C.F.R. 9 ?O.IS(g). 
.l- 

47 u.s.c 4 201 

'"-17 U.S C. $ZOl(b) 
, , , I  
-~ 47 u.s c $ 3 3 2 .  

3 l 4 7  u.s C. 9 ;;2(c)( I). 
? ? I  47 U.S.C $ ;;Xd)(;). "Private rnoblle s e r i i c S  i s  dclined as"any serv ice that IS no1 a c o ~ i ~ n ~ c r c ~ r l l  mobile 
5i'rvtct. or 11s f i m c i i o i d  e q i m d e i l i . ~ '  
.-. 
-'- 4 7  U.S.C $ :;Z(d)(I ). 
1. 

~ i ~ ' 4 7 C . F R .  $$20,IS(b)-(i). 
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decide to include resellers in our E91 I rules. GiLen the  fact that man!. i f  not a l l .  resellers currenil) otfer 
some lebe l  o f  91 1 service to their customers. and that their senice offerings to  the public rely on t l ie 
network of licensees that are required to comply \\ , i t l i  our E91 I rules. we believe that should w e  decide to 
impose requirements on resellers to comply n i th  our rules. only a shon transition appears necessary. W r  
also recognize, however, that a reseller’s ability l o  comply w i th  our rules i s  directly related to the 
underlvtng licensee’s compliance. We therefore seek comment on whether i t  would be more appropriate 
for the Commission to c h i &  that while resellers are obligated to provide E91 I service to their customers. 
they are only oblisated to the extent that the underlying licensee has met i ts  obligxion. 

5. Pre-paid Cal l ing 

98. Summary.  In  this section. we seeh comment on \rhetlier there i s  any need to impose any ne\\  
requireinent, to access to emergeiic? s e n  ices b) consumers o f  pre-paid offeriiizs. As u 1111 resold srrvicc‘. 
the underlkins licensee i s  subject to x i r  basic and enhanced 91 I rules: We seeh Coiniiient on wlietlicr 
\\c h u l d  impose €91 I reqiiireinents diructl! 011 prc-paid c;illili; pto\ der5 t l ia l  zrc ~ m t  ;II><I I icci isccI. 
and uhether the underl)ing licensee h u l d  be reqiiircd to ei iwre coiiiplldnce n ~ t h  our E91 I r d c s  b! t l ie  
pre-paid call ing provider. 

’1, 

99. Backqround. Pre-paid service. in contrast to post-paid service. requires customers lo  pay for 
a fixed amount of wireless service minutes prior to mahing calls.”’ There are two sets of providers in this 
arrangement. CMRS providers primarily offering post-paid call ing plans: and independent third parties. 
For example, Verizon Wireless offers both a post-paid option and a pre-paid optioii.”’ Additionally, 
independent third parties offer custoniers prepaid call ing cards for use on the wireless networks of Sprint 
PCS, AT&T, and Verizon, for example, through retail locations such as 7-1 1. Analysts estimate that 
approximately 8 to I O  percent o f  wireless phone users in the U S .  subscribed to pre-paid plans in 2001 .”’ 

100. Discussion. The same issues that arise in the context of resol i  cellular and PCS service 
also relate to prepaid calling. and we encourage cominentrrs to address those issues. For example, as 
with resellers, independent prepaid calling providers offer service over an unoerlying licensee’s network. 
We first ask commenters to inform our understanding o f  ho\b the provision o f  iccess to 91 I service i s  
currently resolved between the parties. Therefore. the question also arises in this contest as to hoib hest to 
structure the obligation to ensure compliance \\ i l l1 our rule,: do n e  obligate the provider of the pre-paid 
call ing plan or the underlying licenaee. We also ahh cotnmenters geiierrrlly about how best to structure 
E91 I obligations in this context. In addition. N C  seeh coiniiirnt 011 whether we reed to address h e s e  
issues any differently when me prepaid calliiig provider is the uiider1)ing IicencIee or affiliate. as opposed 
to an independent entity. 

101 , L e g d  Aurhorin; uiid / ~ i ~ ~ / ~ i i i ~ i ~ / ~ i / i ( ~ i i  /s.sue.r. As with resellers. many independent pre- 
paid calling sewice providers offer some level 01’91 1 senice to their custom,ers. aiid their service 
offerings rely on the network ofcarriers that are required to comply with our E91 I rules. Moreover. the 
ab i l i b  of a pre-paid calling service provider to compl! \rith our rules i s  direztly rslated to the underlying 
facilities-based licensee‘s compliance. We therefore seeh coininent on whether ii would be more 
jppropriatc for the Commission to clarif!’ that \chile independcnt prepaid c?i l i i ig service providers are 
obligated to provide E91 1 service to their customers. the> arc onl) oblisated to the ehtent that the 
underlying licensee has met i ts ohligation. 
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102. Finally. \%e seek comment on de\eloping appropriate rime frames for compliance should 
we decide to include pre-paid calling senjice providers in our E91 I rules. As with resellers. we believe 
that should w e  decide to require pre-paid call ing s e n i c e  providers to comply with our rules. only a short 
transition appears necessar).. 

6 .  Disposable Phones 

Summan. We next seek coniinent on tlie pro\ ision o f  access tu emergent> services by 
cunsuiners who purchase disposable mobile lhandsers. .As 3 ne\\ product offerin;. t l ie Commission has 
link information on these devices and belou \ re  encourage cominenters. among other thin+ to provide 
us informarion on these handsets and the services the! tise. 

103. 

104. Backcround. Disposable mobile handsets are lo\\ cost and either rec)clable. 
rrcliar:eable or disposable once the nlioned airt ime i s  ined."" Tlir Inner cost and bimplicity of i tse are 
acliieved b> l imit ing die feattires a \a i lab le  oil the liiiiidscr. tor iii>tiiiicc t l ie  Hop-On dispniahle plione 
cltfers voice recognition dialing instead of h p a d  dialiiig."" Some o f  tliese pliones * \ i l l  onl? otler 
wthoui id  calling. while others will 311on custotncrs to rt!cei\e c a l l s  as \\ell.!" ~Tlie ~ o i c e  service on these 
phones. in some instances, wi l l  be resdd service."' Estimates are that companies \\ill offer the handsets 
w'ith approximarely 60 minutes o f  airrime for approximately %?O.'" Some marketing material on Hop- 
0n.s website indicates that they w i l l  distribute their phones through retail outlets. 3nd nil1 offer \#olume 
discounts to encourage their use as gifts at. for esaiiiple. trade sIio\\s and corporate 
Apparently. however, such phones are not currently being offered on a \ridespread basis."' 

105. Discussion. We begin by asking commenters to provide us with estimhtes on when these 
handsets may become available to consumers.'" We next ash \\herher these phoncs. l ike resold offerings, 
are subscribed ro a licensee's service. We also ask commenters to inform our tecinical understanding o f  
this product. For example. we seek comment on wherher t l ie  disposable mobile handsets that are coming 
to market w i l l  be capable o f  providing callback information. Commenters should also address whether 
such handsets w i l l  be able to provide location information. I f  callback and location information are not 
currently part o f  the design of these handsets. w e  ask commenters to address the te:hnical and economic 
feasibility of requiring disposable mobile handsets to comply \\it11 these rules. In discussing the 
economics of compliance. we also encourase cominenters to address whether ths public interest in having 
E91 I-capable handsets i s  outweighed by t l ie u r i l ib  of such device>. should it be econoniically infeasible 
lor them to comply with our rules.'"' Additionally. \\e encourage commenters tu address whether 
disposable phones should f a l l  within the scope o f  our " al l-cal ls"  rule. which requires tlie forwarding of a l l  

Scc J a y  Wrolstad. Siurr-up Pirches Di,cposuh/c, .Jlr~hilc Phune$. l l ~ ~ r e l ~ s s  !Vc,ivsFucror, l i s  

ihrtp:/!uww,wirelessnewsfaciorcom'perl/sIor~~8 I 8  I .hrrnl> (visited J u l y  29. 2002). On J u l y  25 .  7002. the 
Commission approved Hop-On's CDMA-compatihlr disposable phone far use. 

"'See <http.//www.hoponwireless.com~inde\. hrml'. (bisited No\ 19. 2002) 

Sti, id, (visited Nov. 19. 2002). 

!I I See sirpru para. 93. See illso <hnp:/iwuw hopon\rirrless.com'inde\.hrmI> (visited luov. 19. 2002) 

''? See Jay Wrolstad, Siurr-iip Pirches Di.!posahlL' ,M~ihiIe /'hones. IlirC./css ,\i.ii:rFucto~~. 
chnp:i'u\rw wirelessnewsfactor.co~~perl/stor?.'8 I 8  I hinil, (visited July  29. 2002). 

See < hnp.:wu\*.hoponwtreless.com/husinessops.hrml:. (visited Nov. 12. 2002) 

Ser Michelle Sinfletar). Tile Cotor O/M1nc/1.. Wnsh~ncron Post. N o \ .  7. 7002. ill €3 iindicaring rhar disposable 
phone offerings have been dela!ed due to technical chanees and production problems) 
!A! ld 

? A i  

I,, 

!I6 See generill/!, EY I I Finr Repuri und Order. I I FCC Rcd ai I8676 
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91 I calls to a PSAP. regardless o f  \\hetller tlie hnndstt has a subscription n i t h  a mobile wi re less 
carrier."' 

106. Lrgd ,4u/horig~ mid l n i / d c 2 n ~ e i i / ~ / i u i i  /.tsrics. \Le also ask commenters to address tlie lesal 
authorib of the Commission to place basic and enhanced 9 I I requirements on manutacturers o f  
disposable mobile handsets. In particular. n e  seek comnient on \\tiether requirir,g mobile \\ireless service 
providers to ensure that the handsets used to access their nerworks comply with our rules is sut'ficient or 
uherher w e  should place an aff irmaii le dut) on t h e  inimulhcrurers ofthese lhandsets."s Sliould \\e 
determine that the sew ice probider should he reqtiired tn compl!. u i t h  our rules. v,c serh c(miinent on 
uhether, as  w e  discussed above. the reseller or the I tcenser. should be required 10 ensure coinpliance."" 
In addition. to the extent that these handsels are capable o f  delivering callback and locatioi i  inforinariun. 
\\e beck coininenr on how best to establish tiinc frame\ for complinnce \\it11 our E91 I rules. 

7 .  

Suminan:. We nexi web comii ici I t  0 1 1  \\ lictlier .\hllrS l i c c n v x s  i l iou ld hc required. l ihc 
LHF Public Coast Carrier licensee,. t i l  coinpl! \\ it11 otir haiic 3iid ell1i;inced Y I  I rule> . .to tile r\tent 111i1t 

they orfer land-based real-time two-way s\\ itched i o i cd  ,en ice 11131 is interconnecled to the public 
su itched network."'" 

108. 

Automated R1;tritinic Telcc~,ntmunir;itions Systems (A>lTS) 

107. 

Backoround. An A M T S  i s  a 3pecinlired shsteni o1'coabt stations providing i n t e p t e d  and 
interconnected marine voice and data comn1unications. some\rhat llke D cellular phone system. for tugs. 
barges, and other vessels on wareways.'" In 1997. the Commission adopted an Order that permitted 
VHF Public Coast licensees. including A M T S  licensees. to provide land-based users ni t11 more services 
so that they would be better able to"compete against other C M R S  providers. such 9s cellular. PCS. and 
SMR.,2j? 

within the scope of  our €91 I rules."' 
A t  t h a t  time. the Commission did not address \\herher these licensees Lhould be included 

109. Discussion. We first seek comment on whether the customers 0; A M T S  carriers have an 
expectation of being able to reach 91 I emergent? s e n i c e  personilel. In this regard. %e seek coniment on 
whether. as Me did in deciding that VHF Public Coast Stntion liccniees must cumply rrith our 91 I rules. 
we should limit such a requirement ro the / i i i i~ / -h~r \~v /  ponion [if AhlTS providers' tuo-uny  s o  itched 
voice service offerings. as rhere ma) be a clearcr c \pec t~ t io i i  n i t11  regards to Inid-bascd scrvices:~ 

.<, In 

"7SeeJ7C.F.R. $ 20.18(b) 

See .rfipru para. 91 

Set, supra para. 95 

?,8 

?14 

li0 See Implementation of91 I Act. The Use of N I I Code? and Other Abbreviated Dinning Arrjnzemenrs. Fifili 
Rcporr a,ldOrder. CC Dockei No. 92- 105. Firsr R<.prrr ~ , m /  Or(iL,r.  WT Docket No. 00-1 IO. ,Aliwioruiidiii:i Opinroii 
undOrdcron RL,L.onsideruiro,v. CC Docket No. O ? - I O 5 .  WT Dochet No. 00-1 IO. 16 FCC Rcd 22264 (2001) 

"I See Amendmenl o i P a n s  2 and 80 o i t h e  Cominissioii's Rules  Applicable to Auiomated Marilinis 
Telecommunicarions Systems (AMTS). Frrsr Rc,pori uiid Order. RM-57 12. 6 FCC Rcd 4 j 7  para ; i I99 I )  
I<- See Arnendmcnt ofthe Commission's Rules Concernin: Maririnie Conirnunicarions. .'konil RcporiondOrder 
und Second Firriher No/ice offroposed Ruic ,~ luki i ig ,  PR Docbet No. 92-231. 12 FCC Rcd 16949. 16964-65 paras. 
2A-16 (1997): sec'uiso J 7  C F.R. 5 80 122. 

See u / w  Amendmenl ofthc Commiision~s Rulsts Cwiccriiing %lar l l ime Communicati?ns. Scirl,fd Aleiriorun'/~,~, I(-, 

Opinion mid Oriic,r uii i l  F i / i h  Kcporr o ~ i d  O r d u  PK DocLct N o  0 2 - 2 7  I 7  FCC Rcd 6685. 6703 n I 7  I (2001) 
(star~nz-'[n]eirher Ihr Fi l th K&O nor the present item addresses \rh?tlier our 4 I I and enhanced 91 I (E91 I j 
requirements .'PPI! or should appl! to AMTS operations). 

'I' 1°F rl./eniorandwn Opinion. 16 FCC Kcd at 72286 par3 59 
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the I'HF Mi,morar~duni Opri~ioii, the Commission relied on the fact that for maririme services. botil VPC 
and AMTS. there exists well-establislicd emergencl response systems that user o f  maritime s e n i c e s  are 
familiar Lvith and that comply with internationall! mandated maritime communications safety 
standards.'5' 

110. Lastly, assuming we decide to require compliance by AMTS carriers, we seek comment 
on the general time frames for deployment of E91 I capabilities. In  this regard. we ask commenrers to 
address the technical and operational capabilities of these providers io deliver callback and location 
i 11 formation. 

8. Emerging Services and Devices 

We seek comment generally on emerync! access issties \\it11 respect to an! other \oice I I 1.  
senices and devices that are not me.ir:cuird abo\ r .  

1 12. We  are currentlq airare that carriers ha\e bcftiii mnrheting Personal Dit:i As,istaiit> 
(PDAI  w i t h  voice capabilities. To the e u e i i t  that rliese debices function as CMRS carrier Iiaitdsets. \ \e  
see no reason why such devices would not be required to coiiipl> \\ill\ the Comnii,sion's 91 I and E91 I 
rules. No r  do we see any reason why purchasers o f  these devices would not expect to have access to 91 I 
and E91 I sen'ices. We seek comment on any obstacles CMRS prwiders may confront b i t h  assuring 
these devices provide ~ccess  to 91 1 service. 

1 13. We also seek comment on other new technological platforms. For example. services 
such as I P  Telephony are not widely deployed. but may ultimately be relevant to 3ur E91 I policies. The 
Commission recently received an independent report prepared by Dale Hatfield on various technical 
issues related to the deployment of E91 I .2'6 As part o f  that report. Dr. Hatfield identifies potential 
technical issues that may arise with voice delivered usins the Internet Protocol (VolP) communicating the 
necessary call-back and location information to PSAPs. We seek comment on thr extent to which 
signifrcanr issues exisr with regard ro the access to 91 1 and E91 I capabilities b Y  cwisumers using newly 
developing communications platforms such as It' Telephony. and what. i f  any, ro le  the Commission 
should take regarding any such issues:. 
rcchnolofies bring lo the public in terms of  increased access and opponunitiec for a11 Americans. Our 
regulator) policies are designed to continue to cncourape tlir de\elopinent of t l i t se  capabilities. while also 
enhancins public safety. 

I<, 

In  this regard. ~c appreciate the many benefits that new 

1 14. We also ask commenters to discuss the pofential for these and other devices to act as a 
means o f  providing access to emergency services for individuals with speech 3 r d  hearing disabilities. 

1 1  5,  Finally, we seek comment on \\llether and how the Commission could structure i t s  E91 I 
rules or similar requirements to encourape e n f p  for these and other new device;, while taking into 
account the important public safety concerns relevant to our E91 I policies. Wr .?ncourape commenters to 
consider whether a rapidly evolving telecomnii~~i icat io~is market is best served by 7eriodic rulemakings 
focused on a service-by-service analysis siich 3s t l ie one detailed above. or whether sJch markets could 
benelif from rules o f  more general applicabili? \\ it11 paflies see l i ng  relieftltrough other Commission 

.\-  - See Comments o f N E N A .  APCO. and NASNA on Hatfield ReDon at 6 
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procedures such as waivers or petilions for clnriticatiori 

IV. PROCEDURAL INFORMATION 

A. In i t ia l  Regulatory Flei ibi l i t !  Anal js is  

116. As required by the Regulator! Flexibil ity Act. sre 5 U.S.C. 3 603. the Commission has 
prepared aii Initial Regulatory Fle\ibil it> Anal!sis (..IRFA") o f  the possible sigi;ificanr rcononiic inipact 
on sm311 e i i i i t i r s  o f  the proposals susgerrcd iii ]his F/irrIwr .\'oIicc The IRFA is  set iortl i iii \ppendi\ B. 
N;rittcn public corninelits are requebted 011 the IRFA. These coininenti i n u h t  be filed in accordance n i t h  
the same tiling deadlines as comments filed in this Fimiicr Ko/rce. aiid niuht ; i a w  il separate and distinct 
heading debisnotiny them as responses to the IRFA. 

B. Pnpcnvork Reduc(inn -tn;il!sis 

I I 7  This Fi!nher ,\'oric.c co~ i tn i~ is  poteiitial 11eiv or rwised infimiialioii cu I I cc t i o~ i~ .  A h  part of 
the C o m ~ i i i ~ s i n n ' s  con ti nu in^ elron to reducs papeinorl, burdens. n e  \ \ i l l  cstahlisli. t l i ro~igl i  I . C ~ / w i i /  

Krgis/er publication, a period for pi:blic coniment 011 thcse burdcns. as required b! the Papcnvorh 
Reduction Act o f  1995"R \+hen t l ie  f i l ial rules are adopted and more specific data i s  available as to \vhich 
services \\ill be affected by what regulations. The Commission \\ill consider these comments before the 
final rules become effective and before the Commission seeks OMB approval lor these burdens. 

C. Ex Parte Presentations 

118. l h i s  is a permit-but-disclose notice and comment rule makinz proceeding. Members o f  
the public are advised that ex parte presenrations are permined, except during the Sunshine Agenda 
period. provided they are disclosed under the Commission's Rules.''g 

D. Comment  Dates 

I 19. Pursuant to Sections I .3 I 5  and I .4 19 o f  the Commission's Rules. 47 C.F.R. 5 %  1.415 and 
1,419. interested panies may tile comnients on or before F e b r u a y  3, 2003 and repl! coiiiineiits on or 
before Februarj 28, 2003. Commenrs ma! he filed using t l ie  Commission's tlecrronic Com~nent Filin; 
System (ECFS) or b) f i l ing paper copies. 

110. Comments filed through tlie ECFS can  be scnt as an  electrunic f i l e  v i 3  t l ie  Internet to 
hn~: i l \ r \~~~. fcc .~ov /e - f i Ie /ec fs .h tmI .  Generall?. only one copy o f  an electronic submission must be filed. 
If multiple dochet or rulemaking numbers appear in the caption o f  this proceedin?. however. commenrers 
must transmit one electronic copy of the comments t o  each dochet or rule mahiris number referenced in 
the caption. In completing the transmittal screen. coininenters should include their ful l  name. U.S. Postal 
Senice mailing address. and the applicable docket or rulemaling number. Partie, ma? also submit an  
electronic comment by Internet e-mail. To get f i l ing instruclions for e-maii coiiiments. cominenters 
should send an E-mail to ecfs@fcc.gor, and should including the fol lowing ivords in t l i e  body o f  the 
message. "?et form <your e-mail address>." A sample form and directions M i l l  be sent in reply. 

12 I .  Parties who choose to file h> paper niust tile an original and four copies o f  each filing. I f  
lmore than one docket or rule mahing numher appear in the caption o f  this proc<eding, conlnlenters must 
submit nvo additional copies for each additional docket or rule making numher. Fil inzs can be sent by 
hand or tiiessenger deliverl\., by commercial cneriiighr courier. or by first-class c,r overnipht U.S .  Postal 

40 
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Service mail (although we continue Io espericnce dehLs in recei\'ing US. Postal S e n i c e  mail). The 
Commission's contractor. Vistronis. Inc.. \\ill receiLe hand-delivered or inessenger-deli\'ered paper 
fi l ings for the Cornmission's Secretar) at 236 hlassachusens Avenue. N.E.. Suite I I O .  Washington, DC 
20002. The f i l ing hours at this location are 8:OO a.m. 10 7:OO p.m. All hand deliveries must be held 
together uith rubber bands or fasteners. An! envelopes musr be disposed of before entering the building. 
Commercial overnight mail (other than U.S. Porral Senice Express Mail and Priority M a i l )  must be sent 
to 9300 East Hampton Drive. Capitol Heishts. MD 20743. U.S. Postal Senice f i rst-class mail. Express 
Ma i l .  and Priorit) Mail should be addressed to 445 I?"' Street. SM'. Washington. DC 7 0 5 j J .  ,411 fil ings 
must be addressed 10 the Coinmis5ion.s Secretarl. Office of the Secretary. Federal Conimunications 
Commission. Comments and reply comments nil1 be available for public inspectlon during refular 
business hours in the FCC Reference Ccnter o t  the Federal Communications Commission. Room T W -  
A306. 4-15 12th Street. S.W.. Washinpton. D.C. 20551. 

112. Parties who choose '.o f i l c  by paper sliould a lso whiii it their coiiinieiirs 011 dishctte. These 
dishetres h u l d  be submitted to the Coi~~i i i i ss io i i ' s  S e c t ~ t a I ! .  hlnrleiie ti .  Doi-rc.1 Ol'licc o l . ~ l t c  Secretary. 
Federal Communic;ltions Commission The Cointiiissioii-s coiittacror. Vistroni\. IIIC.. i\ ill rccei\e hand- 
delivered or messenper-delivered diskette filiii:s for l h r  Coniniissioi1.s Secrctx! 31 736 hlassachtlsettr 
,Avenue. N.E.. Suite I I O ,  Washingor.  DC 70002. The f i l ing hours at th is  lncation are 8:OO a.m. lo  7:OO 
p.m. A l l  hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes must be 
disposed of  before entering the buildin:. Commercial overnisht mai l  (other than U.S. Postal Service 
Ehpress Mail and Priority Mail) must be sent to 9300 East Hanipton Drive. Capitol Heiphrs. MD 20743. 
U S .  Postal Service first-class mail, Espress Mail. and Pr ior i5  Mail should be addressed to: 445 12"' 
Street, SW, Washingon, DC 20554. All  f i l i n g  must be addressed to th: Commission's Secretary. 
Of f ice  o f  the Secretary, Federal Communicatiorts Commission. Such a submission should be on a 3.5- 
inch diskette formaned in an ISM compatible format usins Word for Windows or compatible software. 
The diskette should be accompanied by a cover letter and should be submitted in "read only" mode. The 
diskette should be clearly labeled with the commenter's name. the docket number o f  this proceeding. type 
of pleading (comment or reply comment). date o f  submission. and the name ot the electronic t i l e  on the 
diskette. Each 
diskette should contain only one party's pleading, preferably in a single elcctronic f i l e .  In  addition, 
commenrers must send diskette copies to the  Commission's copy contractor. Quales Interiiational. Ponals 
I I ,  445 12th Street, S.W.. Room CY-B402. Wasliinpton. D.C. 20554. 

The label should also include the following phrase "Disk Copv - Not an Oripinal." 

123. Accessible formats (coniputer disktrcs. large print. audio rczording and Brail le) are 
available to persons with disabilities by conracring Brian Millin, o f  the Ccnsumer & Governmental 
Affairs Bureau, at (202)418-7426, TTY (202) 118-7365. or at hmilliniiT)fcc.rd,v. This Further Notice can 
be downloaded in ASCII Text format at: http:! lU\\\~.fcc."o~/\\ tb. 

E. Further In fo rmat ion  

124. For further information concerning t h i s  Firr/hrr hotice of P,.opo,ed RdC7uid ing3  contact: 
Gregory W. Cioice, Attorney Advisor. Polic? Dir,ision. Wireless Telecommunlcations Bureau. at (202) 
J 18-0095; David Siehl, Attorney Advisor. Policy Division. Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. at 
(202) J 18-13 13: or Arthur Lechtman. Attcrne! Advisor. Policy Branch. Sarellite Division. International 
Bureau. at (202)418-146j. 

V. ORDERING CLAUSES 

125. IT IS ORDERED. that pursuant io Sectlons I .  4(i).  7. In. 201. 202. 208. 214. 
222(d)(1)(.A)-(C). ?2?(f). 222(g), 222(h)(I)(A). 727(h)(4)-(5). 25 I(e)(j). 301, 363. 308. 3OY(j) .  and 310 
of the Communications Act of 1934. as amended. 47 U.S.C. $ 6  I j 1. 1 jJ(i). 157.  160. zr j l ,  202. 208. 2 1 1 ,  
222(d)(4)(~4)-(C)~ ?22(1). ?2?(g),  ???(h)( I ) (A) .  X(h)(4) . (5) ,  25 l(e)(3). 3.1, 3n;. 308. 3 0 9 ~ ) .  j 10. tllis 
F'urrher .\orice ofl'roposcd Rwleiiiokuig i s  liereby ADOPTED 
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126. IT IS FURTHER O R D E R E D  that the Commission's Consumer  and C o ~ r r n m r n t r l l  
Affairs Bureau. Reference Informarion Centrr. S H A L L  S E N D  a copy of this Fhrther Notice of  Proposed 
Rulemaking. including the Initial Regulator! Flexibilir! Analysis. to rhe Chief  Counsel  for AdLocac! of 
the Small Business Administration. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COb+IMISSION 

- 
Marlene H.  Doncli 
Sccrem! 


